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ADDENDUM 


The attached report entitled "A Proposal to Accelerate Flood Control 


Construction" was presented to the Board of Directors of the Santa Clara Valley Water 


District on July 8, 1986. It was discussed at the subsequent Board meetings of July 15, 


22 and 29. At their July 29th meeting, the Board took the following actions: 
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Northwest Zone: The Board adopted Resolution 86-54 that would raise the 


Benefit Assessment Unit (BAU) rate limit to $40 in 1987-88 if approved by 
the electorate. They adopted Resolution 86-54A calling for a special 
election on November 4, 1986 and specifying the measure wording. The 


measure will appear on ballots in the Northwest Zone as Measure F. 


North Central Zone: The Board decided not to ask the electorate in this 


zone to increase the BAU rate ceiling at this time. They requested that the 
North Central Zone program be reviewed by them periodically to ensure that 


funding is adequate for the zone. 


Central Zone: The Board adopted Resolution 86-55 that would raise the BAU 


rate limit to $25 in 1987-88 if approved by the electorate. They adopted 
Resolution 86-55A calling for a Special election on November 4, 1986 and 
specifying the measure wording. The measure will appear on ballots in the 


Central Zone as Measure G. 


East Zone: The Board adopted Resolution 86-56 that would raise the BAU 


rate limit to $25 in 1987-88 if approved by the electorate. They adopted 
Resolution 86-56A calling for a special election on November 4, 1986 and 
specifying the measure wording. The measure will appear on ballots in the 


East Zone as Measure H. 


South Zone: The Board adopted Resolution 86-57 that would raise the BAU 


rate limit to $40 in 1987-88 if approved by the electorate. They adopted 


Resolution 86-57A calling for a special election on November 4, 1986 and 


specifying the measure wording. The measure will appear on ballots in the 
South Zone as Measure I. 

All of the resolutions contain provisions for an expiration date, for an annual rate 
increase limitation and for recovery of costs of storm damage repair to District 
facilities. These provisions are outlined as follows: 

Expiration Date: The expiration date or sunset would be June 30, 2000. 
However, in order to take advantage of long-term financing to assist in 
accelerating construction of flood control projects, the sunset may be 
extended. In the event that such long-term debt or other obligations are 
entered into prior to July 1995, benefit assessments may be levied past 
June 30, 2000 in the amount of the debt service until the debt is repaid. 

Rate Increase Limitation: The annual rates may not be increased more than 
the annual increase in the Bay Area Consumer Price Index (CPI) for all 
Urban Wage Earners except to recover the cost of major storm damage 
repairs as provided below. 

Storm Damage Repair: In the event of damage to District flood control 
facilities from major flooding, as determined by a flood related disaster 
declared by the Governor or Presiaants the District Board may levy 
assessments greater than the ceiling rates to recover the cost of repairing 
storm damage in the two years following such declaration. 

The text of the four resolutions and an analysis of the resolutions by District 
Counsel are included for reference at the back of this document in the section entitled 
"Addendum Information" (green sheets). Also included in that section are two sets of 
graphs. The first set (Pages A-1 through A-5) shows the alternative construction 
schedules for various rates under both pay-as-you-go and long-term financing as 
discussed in the staff report. The second set (Pages B-1 through B-5) shows construction 


schedules based on the benefit assessment programs that would be possible if the adopted 
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resolutions are approved by the electorate. All graphed schedules assume adequate 
supporting human resources. 

The report, "Debt Financing Alternatives Available to the Santa Clara Valley 
Water District to Construct Flood Control Facilities" prepared by Dinkelspiel Belmont & 
Co., was presented in draft form to the Board at their June 15, 1986 meeting. Following 
the Board's actions on July 29, 1986, the report was revised to show long-term financing 
feasibility using the Board's proposed BAU rate ceilings of $25 for both the Central and 


East Zones. 
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SUMMARY 


In March 1986, the Board of Directors directed staff to prepare this report 


documenting the need for and feasibility of increasing benefit assessment rates within 


each flood control zone to accelerate capital construction. 


Major Findings 


The major findings reflected in this report are: 
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With present revenue sources, even assuming continuation of the present 
benefit assessment program after 1991, the District's major flood control 
projects will not be completed until well after the turn of the century. This is 
seen by the District's Board and its Flood Control Zone Advisory Committees 
as too long a period of time to subject the community to continued flood 
hazards. 

Considering the constraints imposed on District property tax revenues by 
Article XII A of the State constitution (Proposition 13) and the constraints 
imposed by the District's Board of Directors in 1981 on the flood control 
benefit assessment program, no flexibility presently exists in these revenue 
sources to maintain a viable construction schedule. Storm damage and other 
unanticipated costs continue to push capital construction completion dates 
further and further into the future. 

Santa Clara County communities indicate, through the Flood Control Zone 
Advisory Committees, that they expect major projects to be completed before 
the turn of the century rather than by 2020 and beyond, and might support 
reasonable increases in the flood control benefit assessment rates to 
accomplish this and an expanded maintenance program. 

Santa Clara County communities indicate, through the District's Flood 


Control Zone Advisory Committees, that they would accept the District 


having more flexibility in its benefit assessment program to recover the cost 
of storm damage to District facilities. 

The South Flood Control Zone is in special need of a source of short term 
funds to meet reimbursable local expenses associated with the federal Llagas 
Creek and Uvas Creek flood control projects. 

Debt financing to accelerate flood control construction is available to the 
District through lease revenue securities or through certificates of 
participation. Short term financing is also available to meet cash flow needs. 

Federal contributions and funding for flood control projects are becoming less 
and less assured with the possible result that the District may ultimately need 
to rely more heavily on local funding for identified federal flood control 
projects. 

It is possible to increase flood control revenue significantly through a zone- 
by-zone voter-approved benefit assessment program that could replace the 


existing benefit assessment program. 


Recommendations 


Recommendations are made with regard to both funding and human resources 


required to achieve construction of major projects before the turn of the century. 


Funding Resources 


The recommendations are to: 
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Adopt five ballot measures for the November 4, 1986 election requesting 
voters in each flood control zone to approve increased benefit assessment unit 
rate ceilings. (See Appendix for proposed measure wording.) 

The recommended ceiling for each zone would be that level beyond which the 
Board would not be permitted to raise the annual benefit assessment rates 
except by an amount equal to the annual April Consumer Price Index 


(however, rates may be raised at least 2% in any year), and, for the one or 


two-year period immediately following a Governor or President-declared 
storm emergency in Santa Clara County, by an amount in each zone suf ficient 
to recover any costs of storm damage to District facilities. Based on an 
appraisal of zone needs, the 1987-88 zone assessment rate ceilings are 
proposed to be $40 (NW), $25 (NC), $40 (C), $40 (E), and $40 (S). These ceiling 
rates are for each benefit assessment unit (BAU), or single family residential 
property 1/4-acre or less in size. Other rate categories would be raised 
proportionally (Table 1). 

As soon as increased revenues become available (January 1988), begin 
preparation for bond sales in the Northwest Zone to accelerate construction 
of the Adobe Creek, Barron Creek and Matadero Creek flood control 
projects. In the North Central, Central, East and South Zones, accelerate 
projects through pay-as-you-go financing. 

In months following receipt of increased revenues, evaluate the applicability 
of dept financing in the North Central, Central, East and South Zones. 
Incorporate a sunset/expiration provision in the new assessments for each 
zone of June 30, 2000 or of cine 30 of the year following repayment of all 
bonded indebtedness in that zone. 

Utilize tax (or grant) anticipation notes in the South Zone in the amount of at 
least $3 million for funding the reimbursable local costs associated with 


federal flood control projects (Llagas and Uvas Creeks). 


Human Resources 
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Direct District management to evaluate the need for additional staffing and 
consultant services to meet the construction schedule permitted by increased 
cash flow and present recommendations to the Board immediately following a 
successful November election. Staffing (and floor space) requirements will 


vary to the extent of success of the benefit assessment election in each of the 


TABLE 1 


PROPOSED BENEFIT ASSESSMENT RATE CEILINGS 
FOR FY 1987-88 


ZONE NW NC c E 8 
($/Acre Per Year) 2/ 

Land Uses 
A. Commercial/ 

Industrial 320.00 200.00 320.00 320.00 320.00 
B. Apts./High Dens. 

Residential 240.00 150.00 240.00 240.00 240.00 
C. Single Family 40.002/ 25.002/ 40.002/ 40.00 2/ 40.00 3/ 

(1 to 4 units) 
D. Utilized 

Agricultural 2.00 1.25 2.00 2.00 2.00 
E. Undisturbed Agric. 

Marsh Lands 0.60 0.38 0.60 0.60 0.60 
Annual Assessment : Total 
Income ($ Millions) $3.88 $4.05 $7.62 $5.65 $1.15 $92.35 


1/ {Land uses A and B would continue to have minimum assessments equal to 1/4 of the 
per acre rates shown. Land uses D and E would continue to have minimum assessments 
equal to ten acres at the rates shown. 


2/ "C" eategory rates shown are not per acre. Rates shown are per .25-acre parcels or 


smaller. For larger parcels these land uses would be assessed at D rates for the area 
above .25-acre. The C category rate shown is for one benefit assessment unit (BAU). 
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five zones. To take full advantage of the increased revenues, Flood Control Unit staffing 


may need to be increased by 20-30 positions if the election passes in all zones. Also, 


increased staffing will be required over time for facility maintenance. 


Results 


With the recommended measures, 


Major flood control projects can be accelerated by about 5 to 19 years, 
depending upon the flood control zone. 

By the year 2000, 90% of the flood control construction remaining to be done 
after 1986 could be accomplished. Table 2 shows the amount of construction 
that could be accomplished in each zone. 

Adequate channel maintenance would be more assured. 

When major storm damage occurs, the District would be permitted to recover 
costs to repair its facilities through an assessment levy of up to two years in 
each affected zone, subject to a declaration of flood related emergency in 
Santa Clara County by the Governor or President. 

In the South Flood Control Zone, the District would be able to meet its 
obligations with respect to the reimbursable local costs that come with the 
Llagas Creek and Uvas Creek flood control projects, and would be able to fund 
a more extensive maintenance program as well as some capital construction 


on a pay as you go basis. 


Should the measures not be approved by the voters, 
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Flood control infrastructure will not be substantially complete until after the 
year 2020. Thus, sustaining benefit assessment rates at present levels would 
result in the protracted exposure to millions of dollars of potential flood 
damage to commercial, industrial, residential and agricultural lands for lack 


of completed flood control projects. 


PERCENTAGE OF FLOOD CONTROL CONSTR 
COMPLETED THROUGH THE YEAR 2000=' 
(From Remaining 1986 Levels) 


Zones 


Northwest 
North Central 
Central 

East 

South 


Combined Zones 


TABLE 2 


With Continuation 
of Present Rates2/ 


30% 

100% 3/ 
91% 
56% 
70% 


67% 


TION 


With Proposed 
Increased Rates 


72% 
100% 3/ 
100% 

91% 

83% 


90% 


1/ assumes Federal construction of presently identified federal projects. 


2/ Assumes existing benefit assessment program would be extended beyond 1991. 


3/ For this report, enlargement of the San Tomas Aquino Creek box culvert under San 


Tomas Expressway is not included in the construction achieved by the year 2000. 
However, the proposed North Central Zone rate ceiling would accelerate remaining 
North Central Zone projects by six years. 


79R5934 


Schedule to Implement Proposed Program 


To hold special November 1986 elections, the Board must adopt resolutions calling 
for elections in each Zone and adopt a resolution describing the proposed assessment 
program no later than the July 29, 1986 Board meeting (Preliminary draft resolutions are 
included in Appendix). Given a successful election, actual assessment rate increases 
would not be applied until Fiseal Year 1987-88; therefore the Board would have until July 
of 1987 to establish the new benefit assessment rates, subject to the electorate-approved 


rate ceilings. Revenues from the new rates would be first received in January 1988. 
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INTRODUCTION 


Several communities served by the District are currently subject to the potential 
for major flood damage. Given current District revenue sources, completion of major 
flood control facilities in each of the five flood control zones will extend into the next 
eentury. Because of the lack of flexibility in the present tax and benefit assessment 
revenues -- that is, the inability to adjust the tax and assessment rates as required to 
offset unpredictable costs -- construction scheduling continues to be frustrated by 
extraordinary maintenance costs due to storm damage and by rising estimates of the cost 
of future construction. Other factors not related to revenues and costs have also delayed 
major projects. These include delays associated with lack of community understanding 
and acceptance of projects and delays caused by the regulatory process of other 
agencies. 

This report describes the justification for and feasibility of accelerating 
construction by increasing flood control benefit assessment revenues and, where 
beneficial, leveraging those revenues through debt financing (bonds or other 
mechanism). The report also gives a preliminary indication of the human resources 
required to meet the accelerated construction schedule permitted by such increased 
revenues. 

South Zone cash flow problems are also addressed. Approximately $3 million is 
needed for the District to meet the front-end costs associated with local obligations of 
federal flood control projects (Llagas Creek and Uvas Creek). These expenditures are 
100% reimbursable from the state, although any interest costs associated with borrowed 
front money would not be reimbursable and, hence, would remain a South Zone expense. 

The logie of the report is reflected in the chapter titles: 

- FLOOD CONTROL IN SANTA CLARA COUNTY: THE OUTLOOK AS OF 1986 
The goals of the District's 1981 Benefit Assessment Program are reviewed in 


light of unanticipated costs since then. Project schedules under current 


revenues are shown. 
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FUNDING ALTERNATIVES TO ACCELERATE CONSTRUCTION OF FLOOD 
CONTROL PROJECTS 

Alternatives are presented that use various levels of voter approved increased 
benefit assessments to finance projects under pay-as-you-go, long term and 
short term debt financing. 

PROPOSED BENEFIT ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 

A schedule of increased benefit assessments is recommended. Accelerated 
construction schedules are shown. 

GETTING THE WORK DONE 

Human resource needs for supporting the accelerated construction program are 
briefly discussed. 

SCHEDULE TO IMPLEMENT PROPOSED PROGRAM 

Steps leading from adoption of wording of the measure to appear on the 
November 1986 ballot through preparation for debt financing in the Northwest 


zone (February 1988) are described. 


Readers Caution 


The reader should note that the following discussions of various funding 


alternatives to accelerate flood control construction rely upon analyses of project costs 


and completion dates. These costs and completion dates are provided to show only the 


relative effectiveness of each of the funding alternatives and, as such, the reader is 


cautioned that the completion dates shown cannot be assured in any case. Many of the 


indicated costs are based on very preliminary estimates. Also, it must be acknowledged 


that many unpredictable (and uncontrollable) factors can affect actual project timing and 


costs. 
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FLOOD CONTROL IN SANTA CLARA COUNTY: 
THE OUTLOOK AS OF 1986 


Background 


The District's Flood Control program has been affected by several major events 


over the past several years. The following is a brief review of those and more recent 


events leading to the preparation of this report: 


Mid-1970's - The District, with the assistance of the Flood Control Zone Advisory 


June 


June 


Committees, developed criteria for the prioritization of flood control 
construction projects. 

1978 - The passage of Proposition 13 resulted in a significant reduction in 
funding to meet flood control needs. The District's activities became 
primarily maintenance oriented with a very limited budget for new 
construction. 

1981 - The District Board of Directors levied flood control benefit 
assessments in all flood control zones. With revenue anticipated from the 
assessments, the District planned to provide an increased maintenance 
program over the next 10 years, and to construct flood control facilities that 
in conjunction with federal flood control project construction would provide 
reduction of about 60% of the potential flood damages that had been 
identified as remaining in the County in 1981. The residential (benefit 
sacecshielit unit or BAU) assessment rate was $11.56 during the first year, 
subject to an annual increase limit of two pereent for a maximum of ten 
years; this rate for 1985-86 was $12.50 in the Northwest, North Central, East 


and South Zones and $12.26 in the Central Zone. 


Winter 1981-82 - The District experienced heavy floods which caused serious flood 
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damage to public and private property. Damage to District facilities, 
ineluding extraordinary storm related maintenance costs, totalled about 


$2,800,000. 


June 1982 - The voters elected to continue the benefit assessment program for the 
next nine years, through June of 1991. 

Winter 1982-83 - Another heavy storm year with major damage to District 
facilities. Estimated damage to District facilities, including storm related 
maintenance costs, totalled about $4,100,000. 

January 1984 - The District prepared a report (Flood Control Funding Issues) on the 
financial impact of the floods of 1982 and 1983 indicating that nearly $6.9 
million had to be diverted from the construction program to repair flood 
control facilities. A joint meeting of the Flood Control Zone Advisory 
Committees was held at which time it was recommended that the Board 
consider expanding the flood control program by raising additional funds 
through a supplemental benefit assessment subject to voter approval. 

February 1984 - The Board of Directors decided not to place a supplemental benefit 
assessment on the June 1984 ballot and instead requested a review of the 
matter in July to consider adding the issue to the November 1984 ballot. 

July 1984 - The Board decided not to place a supplemental benefit assessment 
measure on the November 1984 ballot and suggested that this matter be 
brought up for review in the future. 

April 1985 - At the regular meeting of the Northwest Flood Control Zone Advisory 
Committee, staff presented a nine-year construction program to that 
Committee as part of the discussion of the 1985-86 budget. The Committee 
was concerned over the number of years before construction would begin on 
some of the more needed and desired flood control facilities in their zone. 
They recommended that, once other committees had a chance to review their 
respective schedules, a joint meeting of the advisory committees be held to 
review the District's methods for prioritizing flood control projects and to 


discuss possible measures that could be implemented to construct flood 


control facilities sooner than presently scheduled. 
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November 1985 - A joint meeting of the four north county flood control advisory 


committees was held to review the flood control construction schedules under 
the 1981 Benefit Assessment Program. A District staff report (Flood Control 
Capital Improvement Program) was prepared and reviewed. It was 
recommended that funding alternatives be looked at to provide an increased 
level of flood protection. The report was also given to the South Zone 


Advisory Committee and to the Board of Directors. 


January 1986. - At another joint meeting of the four north county zones, a District 


staff report was provided (Flood Control Funding Options: Northwest, North 


Central, Central and East Zones). After funding alternatives were reviewed, 
it was recommended that the individual zones comment on the alternatives at 


their regular February meetings. 


February 1986 - Serious flooding occurred in several locations throughout the 


County. The advisory committees recommended to the Board of Directors 
that an increased benefit assessment program be developed and presented to 


the voters either in June or November 1986. 


March 1986 - Following discussion of a staff report (Flood Control Benefit 
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Assessments: A Demonstration of the Effect on Project Schedules of Various 


Levels of Assessment Rates), the Board of Directors decided to consider 
placing ballot measures on the November 1986 ballot for a revised benefit 
assessment program. The Board requested that staff prepare a comprehensive 
report that would outline separate benefit assessment programs for each 
zone. The Board also directed that staff coordinate with the County 


Registrar of Voters to prepare precincts to allow for a zone by zone election. 
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The Flooding Problem in Santa Clara County 


There are about 700 miles of flood flow carrying streams and rivers in Santa Clara 
County. Of these floodways, about 300 miles are inadequate to carry the 1% flood (i.e., 
the flood that has 1% chance of occurring in a given year). In the event of a 1% flood, 
the damage Countywide would exceed $620,000,000 based on June 1986 land values and 
flood damage estimates. Flooding would effect 64,000 residences, 4,300 businesses, and 
8,000 acres of agricultural land. The map in Figure 1 shows the areas subject to flooding 
from a 1% flood and the total damage resulting from such a flood is summarized for each 
of the five flood control zones in Table 3. It should be noted that many thousands of 
residences and businesses are burdened with flood insurance premiums today. The 


District's flood control program will eventually remove most of these from that burden. 


Flood Control Projects - Prioritizing and Scheduling 


Flood control projects are designed and constructed to provide protection from 
damage from the 1% flood. The District has prioritized these projects based on eight 
separate criteria that were established with the assistance of the Flood Control Zone 
Advisory Committees in the mid-1970's.. The primary and most heavily weighted 
criterion is the amount of flood damage (in dollars) that could be avoided if the facility 
were constructed or implemented. 

Projects are generally scheduled in the order of their priority ranking except for 
two eases. If the project is a cooperative project with a city, the County or federal 
government, project schedules are shifted to accommodate the project timing of the 
cooperating agency. Project scheduling is also shifted out of the priority ranking if, by 
constructing the project, the District would induce a greater level of flooding 
downstream. Rather than induce downstream flooding, the District would schedule a 
required downstream improvement first (even though it may have a lower priority based 


on other criteria) and then proceed with the upstream project. 
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FIGURE 1 


GENERALIZED MAP OF AREAS SUBJECT TO FLOODING 
FROM THE 1 PERCENT FLOOD 
IN SANTA CLARA COUNTY ,CALIFORNIA 
BASED ON 1985 CONDITIONS 


TABLE 3. 


SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL FLOOD DAMAGES 
(1986) 


Potential Flood Damages 
($ Millions) 


Length Length of 


of Inadequate 1% Area Single 
Creeks Creeks 1% Flooded Family Mobile Comm1/ Public 

Zone (Mi.) (Mie). Damages (Ac,) Homes 2/ Apts. Homes Indust. Facilities 

NW 100 54 $106,500, 000 5,200 $78 $9.7 $ .O mil $15.5 $ 2.2 

NC 85 51 123,000,000 6,700 22 12.9 0.2 85.45 1.0 

Cc 138 48 159,300,000 11,100 67 2.8 20.0 52.71 4.9 

E 206 97 205,000,000 20,100 105 11.7 18.0 65.90 2.9 

S 176 dill _ 29,100,000 20,000 19 0.4 0.0 9.0 0.1 
Totals 705 361 $622,900,000 4/ 63,100 $291 $37.5 $38.2 mil $228.5 $11.1 


L/ 1% flood damages from saltwater flooding account for $50 million of the total shown (1986). The 
assessment programs considered in this report would not provide for construction which would reduce 
potential damages from saltwater flooding. 


2/ There are approximately 64,000 residences subject to flooding. 
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Because flood control projects can range in cost from hundreds of thousands to 
tens of millions of dollars, project funding is a major constraint that affects the 
scheduling of flood control projects. For the most part the District has prepared its 
flood control construction schedules based on pay-as-you-go funding. That is, for a given 
zone the District schedules the next highest priority project once sufficient cash is 
projected to be accumulated to fund its construction. Funding-related delays result when 
there is a decrease in anticipated revenue, when a project cost increases significantly 
over earlier estimates, when a project that had been scheduled as a federal project is not 
approved for federal funding or when an unanticipated event occurs that requires use of 
limited construction funds, such as major maintenance repairs needed as a result of 


storm damage. 


The 1981 Benefit Assessment Program 
An Overview of the Program 


In June of 1981, the District's Board of Directors levied benefit assessments to 
provide an increased level of flood protection in each of the flood control zones. The 
goals of the program were to provide sufficient funds to double the maintenance program 
and provide for construction of new projects that would reduce flood damage as 
identified in 1980 by approximately 60%. The damages were based on 1980 property 
values and assumed that the then identified federal projects would be constructed by the 
federal government and that normally anticipated reimbursement for the local share of 
federal projects would continue through the state subventions program. 

The benefit assessment program was levied in accordance with then existing state 
legislation that had been passed to assist flood control districts in providing replacement 
funding for that which was lost due to passage of Proposition 13. In order for the benefit 
assessment program to continue after 1981-82, the law required voter approval within 
the year. In June 1982, the voters, in an election within the five combined flood control 


zones, approved continuation of the program by over 73%. 
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When the Board established the program in 1981, they imposed two restrictions, a 
"eap" and a "sunset". The "cap" provision limits increases in the assessment rates to 2% 
per year. Under the "sunset" provision, the program cannot continue past 1990-91 
without voter approval. Flood control benefit assessments are currently governed by the 
Benefit Assessment Act of 1982. This Act requires voter approval for any new benefit 
assessment program prior to levy of assessments. 
Benefit Assessment Rates and Revenue 

State law permits spreading assessments according to proportional storm water 
runoff from the different land uses. On this basis, the District determines the 
assessments for each of approximately 385,000 parcels in the flood control zones 
according to each parcel's area and its relative amount of storm water runoff that could 
be expected based on its land use. Under the District's program, properties have been 
grouped into five main land use categories. These categories and their corresponding 
preliminary assessment rates for 1986-87 are presented in Table 4. 

Table 4 also summarizes the 1986-87 benefit assessment revenue generated in 
each zone from the indicated preliminary benefit assessment rates. 
Five-Year Summary 

During the five-year period since the inception of the benefit assessment program 
in 1981, the District has been able to meet its goal of providing increased flood control 
maintenance and it has been able to improve several reaches of channel that now provide 
protection from the 1% flood. The projects that have been constructed during the past 
five years are presented in Table 5. Total construction since then has amounted to 


$40,813.00. 


Flood Control Needs That Have Developed Since 1981 


Each of the flood control zones has been impacted by events and changing 
conditions since the construction schedules were developed for the 1981 Benefit 


Assessment program. Some of the zones have been more seriously impacted than others. 
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TABLE 4 


PROPOSED 1986-87 BENEFIT ASSESSMENT RATES 
UNDER THE CURRENT ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 


ZONE NW Nc é E 8 
($/Acre Per Year) 2/ 
Land Uses 
A. Commercial/ 
Industrial $102.09 $102.09 $100.09 $102.09 $102.09 
B. Apts./High Dens. 
Residential 76.57 76.57 75.07 76.57 76.97 
C. Single Family 12.74 2/  19.74 2/4050 2/ 40.74 2/ 0.74 2/ 
D. Utilized 
Agricultural 0.638 0.638 0.626 0.638 0.638 
E. Undisturbed Agric., 
Marsh Lands 0.189 0.189 0.185 0.189 0.189 
Total 
Benefit Assessment 
Income ($ Millions) $1.21 $2.06 $2.34 $1.77 $0.36 $7.74 


i Land uses A and B have minimum assessments equal to 1/4 of the per acre rates 
shown, Land uses D and E have minimum assessments equal to 10 acres at the rates 
shown. 


2/ ngn category rates shown are not per acre. Rates shown are per .25-acre parcels or 


smaller. For larger parcels these land uses are assessed at D rates for the area above 
-25-acre. 
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TABLE 5 


PROJECTS COMPLETED SINCE JUNE 1981 OR CURRENTLY UNDER CONSTRUCTION 


Zone 


Northwest 


North 
Central 


Central 1 


East 


South 


Facility/Reach 


Stevens Creek Bay to Hwy 101 
Stevens Creek Homestead to 101 
Stevens Creek Diericx Drive Houses 
Palo Alto Flood Basin 
Adobe Creek ~- Approx. 

first 30% project 
Permanente Diversion 2/ 


San Tomas Creek, Bayshore to 
Saratoga Creek 

Calabazas Culverts at Benton, 
Pomeroy and Lawrence 

Saratoga Creek, Cabrillo to Lawrence 


Alamitos Creek, Revegetation 
Alamitos Creek, Greystone Bridge 
Guadalupe Riyer, Alviso Marina 

to SPRR 2/ 
Guadalupe River, SPRR to Hwy 101 
Guadalupe River, Coleman Bridge 
Guadalupe River, Box at Park 


Ross Creek, Cherry Avenue 


Coyote Creek - Central Zone Contribution 


Thompson Creek, Revegetation 

L. Penitencia Creek, Spence to 
Coyote Creek 

Silver Creek, McKee/King 


Llagas Creek, several locations 


Amount 
Spent or 
Enecumbered 
(Since 1981) 


$ 2,168,000 
2,300,000 
3,900,000 

500,000 


2,600,000 
1,500,000 


2,936,000 
1,085,000 


3,900,000 


600,000 
782,000 
1,800,000 


3,200,000 
243,000 
3,625,000 


193,000 
2,300,000 


31,000 
1,872,000 


978,000 


4,300,000 


$40,813,000 


Year of 
Completion/ 
Status 


1982 

1986 
75% Complete 
Begin Const. '86 


Begin Const. '86 
1986 


1982 
1982 


Approximately 609 
complete and 20% 
under constructior 


1982 
1982 
1984 


1983 
1982 
Phase 1 of 2 
complete in 1986 
1982 
44% of Contrib. 


1982 


1983 
1983 


20% complete 


VV In addition to the indicated projects, the Central Zone has accumulated about $20 
million for construction of the Guadalupe River project from Interstate 280 to Blossom 
Hill Road, a $60+ million project. 


2/ Not included in the Initial Construction Schedule of the 1981 Benefit Assessment 


Program 
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A review of the general flood control maintenance needs and capital improvement 
needs that have developed in the flood zones over the past five years is as follows: 
Maintenance Program Costs 

As mentioned earlier, when the current benefit assessment program was put into 
effect in 1981 the routine maintenance program was increased from an annual $1.5 
million to $3 million. Allowances were also made at that time for annual increases of 
10% per year to accommodate inflation and the additional maintenance required with the 
completion of new facilities. Under this formula, the routine maintenance program for 
1986-87 is about $5 million. Since 1981, however, maintenance costs have exceeded the 
planned maintenance levels by over $8,000,000 or about 36% of the planned routine 
maintenance costs. The major reason for this increase has been the storm damage repair 
that was required as a result of the flooding that occurred in 1982, 1983 and 1986. 

Additionally, since 1981, there has been strong public pressure for the District to 
enter into a more ambitious creek debris removal program in the zones, especially the 
East and South Zones, to help reduce damage from flooding. For many reaches of creeks 
and channels needing this attention, the District would need to acquire rights of way for 
this purpose. 

As part of normal maintenance activities, the District is faced with a continually 
worsening problem of disposing of the debris it removes from the creeks. Until recently 
the material has been easily disposed of at various dump sites. Because many of the 
dump sites are fast depleting their capacities, they have recently increased their 
dumping fees significantly and some sites will no longer take the debris. Thus, the 
District is investigating the purchase of two dump sites; one in the north area of Santa 
Clara County and another in the south portion of the County. With the high cost of land 
and the size of the parcels required to receive such material, the cost for the two sites is 
estimated to be in the 10 million dollar-plus range. This cost would be shared between 
the flood zones and the water utility which would also use the sites for disposal of sludge 


generated from the District's water treatment plants. 
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To briefly summarize future maintenance needs, the routine maintenance program 
costs have been about as projected in 1981; however, there is a strong bid from the public 
to inerease levels of routine maintenance in some of the zones and the debris disposal 
problem will require significant future expenditures for land purchases. Major 
expenditures have occurred over and above regular maintenance for storm damage repair 
and these can be expected to occur again following future storms. Unless new funding 
mechanisms are put into place to handle these increasing maintenance needs, monies to 
fund them will have to come from limited funds earmarked for construction of flood 
control projects. 

The Capital Construction Program 

During the past five years, capital construction program funds have been reduced 
by over $8 million because of the maintenance needs described above. Many of the cost 
estimates that were used in preparing the 1981 construction schedules were, of necessity, 
very preliminary since detailed planning studies had not been prepared for many 
projects. Now that the detailed planning has been done for some of these projects, their 
costs are much higher than originally anticipated. This is especially the case for Adobe 
Creek in the Northwest Flood Control Zone where traffic and other community needs 
necessitated a project concept more costly than anticipated. However, some other 
actual project costs have proven to be close to the early estimates as is the case with the 
Saratoga Creek project in the North Central Zone. 

The question of federal funding is always an important aspect of the construction 
schedule. Current construction schedules assume that those projects now identified as 
having high benefit to cost ratios based on federal criteria will be funded and constructed 
by the federal government. Table 6 lists the present federal freshwater flood control 
projects in Santa Clara County and their estimated costs. The table demonstrates the 


magnitude of potential federal assistance. 
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FEDpr i. 2 
F/T BA 


TABLE 6 


FEDERAL FLOOD CONTROL 


PROJECTS 


IN SANTA CLARA COUNTY 


REMAINING PROUECT COSTS (JUNE ‘84 VALUES) 
PRA, TED F EDERAL. LOCAL SHARE C2] 
YEAR OF SENG ag gee SA aS we Sa a tn eae tees get 
ZONE /PROVERT COMPLET LOM C1 3 STATUS FEDERAL SHARE. DISTRICT STATE TOTAL 
Cc LENT RAL 70 
GUADALLIFE RIVER, L993 CORPS PENDING $18,000,000 #3,700,000 $11,000,000 $32,700,000 
HWy 101/71 280 CONGRESS TONAL 
FUNDING APRVL. 
SUETOTAL. #19, 000,000 #3,700,9000 $11,009,000 $22,700,000 
FAST ZOE: 
*rQyntE CREERR. L793 CORRS FEASIBILITY $15,500,009 $200,000 $700,000 $16, 400,000 
SF EBAY TO HWY 237 STUDY 
EERRYESSA CREEK 1991 CORPS FEASIBILITY $11,300,000 $1,000,900 $200,009 $12,500,600 
STUDY 
to 
PS. LOWER SILVER CREEK: 1S7O SCS PENDING $12,200,000 $671,900 €1,309,000 14,171,900 
COYOTE CR vf CONGRESS LONAL 
LAKE CUMMINGHAM FUNDING APRYVL. 
SUPPER TENTTENCIA CREEK 2005 Sos FEASIBILITY $10,200,009 £700,000 $2,200,000 $13,400,000 
STUDY 
SUETOTAL $49,300, 000 771,900 $4,400,000 #56,471,0900 
SOT ZOE: 
LUAGAS CREEK 1e74 St& UNDER $15,000,090 #0 $20,809,000 Sty BOO, O00 
CONSTRUCTION 
US AG CAR AMARERO 17°Ra CORPS PENDING $2,609,900 $0 $3,900,909 $6,500, 790 
1OoO FT Do THOMAS ROY CONGRESS LOHAL 
{OOO FT UYS OF MILLER FUNDING APRYI. 
SUE TOPAL $17,400,990 $24, 700, 909 
TOPAL $84,700 noo #4,471,90 $40,100.9009 
“CADLED TO THE LIST OF FEDERAL PROWECTS AFTER 181. 
PPD TRPS? US ORFS OF ENGINEERS: SCS: US SOL. CONSERVATION SERVICE 
POT UUDER THE STATE ’S SUEVENTIONS PROGRAM, THE DISTRICT FRONTS THE TOTAL LOCAL SHARE AND THE STATE WILL REIMELIRSE A FORTION 


Since 1981, when five freshwater flood control projects were identified as 
potential federal projects, construction has started on only one, the Llagas Creek project 
in the South Zone. Because of serious flooding on the Lower Coyote Creek, a reach 
identified as a potential federal project, the District has chosen to proceed with 
construction of the initial phases of that project pending the Corps of Engineers’ 
determination of federal interest. Because this project was not originally included in the 
10-year assessment program, including it following the 1982 floods caused an increase in 
the East Zone construction program cost, and hence the slippage of 1981 construction 
goals for that zone. 

It should be noted that the current trend in federal legislation is to increase local 
cost sharing on federal projects. Continuation of this trend would further affect the 


District's construction program. 


Current Construction Schedules 

The following pages present a current construction schedule for each of the flood 
control zones. These schedules, based on the prioritization criteria mentioned earilier, 
assume a continuation of the existing benefit assessment program past the 1990-91 
sunset. They also assume that currently identified federal projects will be funded by the 
federal government at future dates presently contemplated and that reimbursement for 
local costs of the federal projects will continue under the State Subventions Program. 
No allowances have been made for possible schedule delays that may occur as a result of 


unpredictable major storm damage. 


75R5934 23 


Northwest Zone 

In the Northwest Zone, there has been serious flooding along Matadero and Barron 
Creeks in recent years. Adobe Creek has nearly flooded on two occasions. The creek 
channels are small compared to flood flows and, therefore, flooding occurs during 20- 
year frequency flood events and less. Unfortunately, the estimated cost of 
improvements on Adobe Creek, a higher priority project, has increased significantly 
(from $4 million to $11 million) thereby extending the completion dates for the Matadero 
and Barron Creek projects until 2001 and 2008 respectively. 

The cost of extraordinary flood damage repair work in this zone that was required 
as a result of the 1982 and 1983 storms totaled about $1 million. 

Table 7 shows the current schedule for completion of remaining Northwest Zone 


flood control projects under present revenues. 
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GC 


SENS/RATES/NU. Sr 
TIF LS 


FACTUITY 


PALO ALTO FLOOD BASIN (PAFE) 


STEVENS CREEK, DTERICX DR 
ADOBE CREEK, PAFE/EL CAMINO 
*MATADERO CREEK 


SUBTOTAL (THRU TURN OF CENTURY): 


BARRON CREEK 
ADOBE CREEK, EL CAMINO/EL MONTE 
*PERMANENTE CREEK 

*HALE CREEK 

*PERMANENTE DIVERSION (PHASE 2) 
¥SAN FRANC ISQUITO CREEK 


SUE TOTAL 


TOTAL 


TABLE 7 


CURRENT CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 


UNDER 1981 BENEFIT ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 


(BAU=12.50) 


(ASSUMES VOTER CONTINUATION OF PROGRAM PAST 1990-91) 


NORTHWEST ZONE 


CURRENT 


ESTIMATE OF ESTIMATED 
DISTRCT COSTS YEAR OF 
(JUNE '84 £°S) COMPLETION 
$713,000 S—~«N: 9B? 

$1,128,000 1999 
$8, 4724,000 1994 

$11,750,000 2001 

$22,015,000 

$13,847,000 2008 

$3,205,000 2010 

$420,000 [1] 2010 
$2,047,000 2O11 
$5,019,000 2014 


$28,000,000 2029 


$52,539,000 


ESTIMATED 1% 
FIOOD DAMAGE 

REDUCTION*®* 
(JUNE ‘86 $'S 


ACCUMULATED 
1% FLD DMG 
REDUCTION 


) (JUNE ’86 $°S) 


$2,400,000 
N/A 
$17,300, 000 


$18,600,000 


$16, 200,000 
$660, 000 
$12,000,000 
$1,400,000 
$8, 355,000 
$50,831,000 


$89,445,000 


$2,400,000 
$2,400,000 
$19, 700,000 


$38,300,000 


#54,590, 000 
$55,160,000 
$47, 160, 000 
$458, 540,000 
$76,915, 000 


$127,746, 000 


* THESE PROJECTS WERE NOT INCLUDED IN THE INITIAL CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE UNDER THE 1981 BENEFIT ASSESSMENT 
PROGRAM THAT WAS USED TO ESTIMATE 650% FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION GOAL. 


** 1% DAMAGE FIGURES SHOWN FOR INFORMATION ONLY. PROJECT PRIORITIES ARE BASED PRIMARILY ON AVERAGE ANNUAL DAMAGES (NOT 
SHOWN). PRIORITIES MAY ALSO EE SET BASED ON OTHER FACTORS SUCH AS EROSION CONTROL, INDUCED FLOODING, FEDERAL FUNDING ETC. 


Lid ALTHOUGH POTENTIAL FLOOD DAMAGE FOR THIS CREEK HAS BEEN IDENTIFIED, THE FULL PROJECT COST HAS NOT YET BEEN ESTIMATED. 


N/A NO FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION FOR THIS PROJECT. 


North Central Zone 

Projects accomplished in the North Central Zone since 1981 but not scheduled 
under the 1981 plan include the $1.7 million maintenance project raising the Guadalupe 
Slough levees by dredging, and storm damage repair of about $1.9 million; however, 
original objectives of the 1981 construction schedule are still anticipated to be met with 
current revenues. Severe flooding occurred on Calabazas Creek in 1986. The Calabazas 
Creek project has been added to the current ten-year schedule. There is a major 
sedimentation problem on Calabazas and San Tomas Aquino Creeks. Potential future 
costs are for land purchase and construction of debris basins on Saratoga Creek and 
Calabazas Creek pending the results of our current sedimentation study. Construction of 
these debris basins was not anticipated in the 1981 plan. 

Table 8 shows the current schedule for completion of remaining North Central 


Zone flood control projects under present revenues. 
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SENS/RATES/NE. 3r- TABLE 8 


Le 


PIT I BG 
CURRENT CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 
UNDER 1981 BENEFIT ASSESSMENT PROGRAM (BAU=$12.50) 
(ASSUMES VOTER CONTINUATION oF PROGRAM PAST 1990-91) 
NORTH CENTRAL ZONE 
CURRENT ESTIMATED 1% ACCUMULATED 
ESTIMATE OF ESTIMATED FLOOD DAMAGE 1% FLO pMG 
DISTRCT COSTS YEAR OF REDUCT ION2* REDUCTION 
FACILITY (JUNE °85 $'S) COMPLETION (JUNE ’84 $/S) (JUNE ‘84 $/S) 
SARATOGA CREEK, CAERILLO/LAWRENCE "$2,698,000 1988 ~—«-$54,500,000 «$54,500,000 
CALABAZAS CREEK $13,419,000 1994 $14, 400, 000 $68,900, 000 
*SUMNYVALE EAST $5,030,000 1995 $5,000,000 $73,900,000 
XSARATOGA CREEK, PROSPECT/4TH ST $533, 000 1995 $450,000 #74, 350, 000 
*PROSPECT CREEK $210,000 1995 $40, 000 $74,410,000 
“SAN TOMAS CREEK, POLLARD/CANON DR $1,050,000 1996 $406, 000 $74,814,000 
*WILDCAT CREEK $945,000 1996 #30, 000 $74,944, 000 
*MISC ERIDGES (CALABAZAS, SAN TOMAS) $3,500,000 1996 $100,000 $74,946,000 
*DEERIS EASINS (CALABAZAS, SAN TOMAS) $5, 000, 000 2000 N/A $74,948, 000 
SUBTOTAL (THRU TURN OF CENTURY) $32, 385,000 $74,944,000 
XSAN TOMAS CREEK, CABRILLO/WILLIAMS: 
STAGE 1 $14,200,000 2003 
STAGE 2 $14, 200,000 2008 
STAGE 3 $14,200,000 PO11 
STAGE 4 OF 4 $14, 200, 000 2015 $50,000,000 124,944,000 


SUBTOTAL 


TOTAL 


* THESE PROJECTS WERE NOT INCLUDED IN THE INITIAL CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE UNDER THE 1°81 BENEFIT ASSESSMENT 
PROGRAM THAT WAS USED TO ESTIMATE 60% FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION GOAL. 


** 1% DAMAGE FIGURES SHOUN FOR INFORMATION ONLY. PROJECT PRIORITIES ARE BASED PRIMARILY ON AVERAGE ANNUAL DAMAGES (NOT 
SHOWN). PRIORITIES MAY ALSO BE SET BASED ON OTHER FACTORS SUCH AS EROSION CONTROL, INDUCED FLOODING, FEDERAL FUNDING ETC. 


N7A NO FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION POTENTIAL FOR THIS PROJECT. 


Central Zone 

The Central Zone presently has the largest source of revenue, the largest 
potential flood damages, the largest set-aside fund for future projects and the most 
expensive projects of all of the zones. The District is working closely with the Corps of 
Engineers on the Guadalupe River Flood Control project through downtown San Jose. It 
is estimated that it will be 1989 or 1990, however, before the project is under 
construction. In the meantime, the District continues to buy land along the Guadalupe 
River upstream of 1-280 and will begin construction of the $60 million project between I- 
280 and Blossom Hill Road in 1989. With current revenues, it is estimated that the 
project will take about 15 years to complete. Flooding in 1982, 1983 and (nearly) 1986 
reminded the community of the critical need for the Guadalupe River Project. 

Impacts to this zone over the past four years include storm damage repair costs of 
$1.5 million and the zone's contribution of approximately $5.2 million toward Lower 
Coyote Creek improvements, a joint Central Zone (20%)/East Zone (80%) project. 

Table 9 shows the current schedule for completion of remaining Central Zone 


flood control projects under present revenues. 
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SENS/RATES/C. 3r TABLE 9? 
PITIO eee 
CURRENT CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 
UNDER 1981 EENEFIT ASSESSMENT PROGRAM (EAU=$12. 24) 
(ASSUMES VOTER CONTINUATION, OF PROGRAM PAST 1990-91) 
CENTRAL ZONE 
CURRENT ESTIMATED 1% ACCUMULATED 
ESTIMATE OF ESTIMATED FLOOD DAMAGE 1% FLD DMG 
DISTRCT COSTS YEAR OF REDUCTION * REDUCTION 
FACILITY (JUNE ‘88 $°S) COMPLETION (JUNE ‘84 $’S) (JUNE ‘86 #’S) 
*COYOTE CREEK - CONTRIBUTION $2,968,000 (11 1987 N/A ~ 
GUADALUPE RIVER: 
x GOLD STREET ERIDGE $970,000 1987 N/A - 
x HEDDING STREET BRIDGE $919,000 1988 N/A - 
* HETCH HETCHY CROSSING $1,300,000 1987 N/A - 
* HIGHWAY 17/FUY 280 (CORPS) #8,445,000 [2] 19939 $107,400,000 %107,400,000 
* FUY 280/ELOSSOM HILL ROAD $55, 913, 000 1999 $42,300,000 #1869, 700,000 
ROSS CREEK #4,830,000 2000 $13,200,000 #182,900,000 
SUBTOTAL (THRU TURN OF CENTURY) $86,345,000 $182,900, 000 
RANDOL CREEK $432,000 2001 $20,000 182,920,000 
LOS GATOS CREEK $11,206,000 2002 $5,300,000 #188,220,000 
SUETOTAL $11,438,000 $5,320,000 
TOTAL. $97, 983,000 $188, 220,000 


* THESE PROJECTS WERE NOT INCLUDED IN THE INITIAL CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE UNDER THE 1981 BENEFIT ASSESSMENT 
PROGRAM THAT WAS USED TO ESTIMATE 60% FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION GOAL. 


** 1% DAMAGE FIGURES SHOWN FOR INFORMATION ONLY. PROJECT PRIQRITIES ARE BASED PRIMARILY ON AVERAGE ANNUAL FLOOD DAMAGES (NOT 
SHOWN). PRIORITIES MAY ALSO BE SET EASED ON OTHER FACTORS SUCH AS EROSION CONTROL, INDUCED FLOODING, FEDERAL FUNDING ETC. 


[13 JOINT PROJECT WITH THE EAST FLOOD CONTROL ZONE ON LOWER COYOTE CREEK FROM THE BAY TO MONTAGUE EXPRESSWAY. 


C2) IN ADDITION TO DISTRICT SHARE OF FEDERAL PROJECT, INCLUDES DISTRICT SHARE OF JOINT PROJECT WITH CITY OF SAN JOSE 
FOR BOX EYPASS IN THE VICINITY OF PARK AVE. 


N/A NO POTENTIAL FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION ASSOCIATED WITH THESE PROJECTS. 


East Zone 

Of the five zones, the East Zone is faced with the greatest impacts to funding 
and, hence, its construction schedule, since the 1981 schedule was prepared. The $26 
million Coyote Creek project from the Bay to Montague Expressway, which in 1981 was 
not considered among the 10-year goals, has since been added to the schedule of District 
projects. This project is still being investigated by the Corps; however, the serious 1982 
and 1983 floods underscored the immediate need for this project and the District has 
made this its highest priority project for the East Zone. $5.2 million of the $26 million 
will come from the Central Zone because the Central Zone will benefit from the 
project. It is estimated that it will take until 1994 to complete the project. 

This zone is relying on several other federal projects to be eventually authorized. 
At the present time, the project that is furthest along in the federal process is the $14 
million Lower Silver Creek project sponsored by the U.S. Soil Conservation Service 
(SCS). SCS has indicated that although it would not be until the year 2005 before Upper 
Penitencia Creek would be constructed, it will continue to sponsor this $13.3 million 
project. The East Zone share of this project would be about $1 million. Given the trend 
toward reducing SCS funding for flood soir projects, it is possible that the projects 
may need to be constructed by the District. 

The Berryessa Creek project, originally thought to cost about $4 million, has been 
estimated to cost about $11.5 million and is a candidate for federal sponsorship under the 
U.S. Corps of Engineers. The District's share of this cost after reimbursement from the 
State Subvention Program will be about $1 million. 

The East Zone has spent about $0.5 million on unbudgeted major storm damage 
repair. 

With the addition of the Lower Coyote Creek project (Bay to Montague) to the 
East Zone schedule, the limited funding to this Zone will preclude beginning of 


construction of other major projects until 1994 unless federal funding and/or other 


sources of revenue are developed. 
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Table 10 shows the current schedule for completion of remaining East Zone flood 


control projects under present revenues. 
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SENS/RATES/E. ar 
7/7/B6 


FACILITY 
¥WRIGLEY FORD DITCH 

LAKE CUNNINGHAM AGREEMENT 
LOWER SILVER CREEK (SCS) 
EERRYESSA CREEK (CORPS) 


COYOTE CREEK: 


* BAY /MONTAGUE 
* MONTAGUE /B}AYSHORE 
* BAY SHORE /METCALF 


SUETOTAL (THRU TURN OF CENTURY ) 


*FISHER CREEK, BAILY/TILTON 


*¥SOUTH BABE CREEK 


*LOS COCHES CREEK 


*COYOTE CREEK, METCALF/ANDERSON DAM 


X¥CALERA CREEK 
‘* THOMPSON CREEK 


*YEREA BUENA CREEK 


UPPER PENITENCIA CREEK (SCS) 


SUETOTAL 


TABLE 10 


CURRENT CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 
UNDER 1981 BENEFIT ASSESSMENT PROGRAM (BAU=#12.50) 
(ASSUMES VOTER CONTINUATION OF PROGRAM PAST 1990-91) 
f 


EAST ZONE 


CURRENT 


ESTIMATED 1% 


ACCUMULATED 


ESTIMATE OF ESTIMATED FLOOD DAMAGE 1% FLD DMG 
DISTRCT COSTS YEAR OF REDUCT ION** REDUCTION 
(JUNE '86 $’S) COMPLETION (JUNE ’84 $°S) (JUNE '84 4/8) 
$1,300,000 -—~«~I:GBY_—~=«*$FAZODD,000.~—« 4,000, 000 

$972,000 1990 N/A $4,000,000 
$471,000 1990 $30,500, 000 $34,500,000 
1,000,000 1991 $53,000,000 £87, 500,000 

$21,345,000 1993 $65,900,000 153,400,000 

$11,390,000 1996 $18,900,000 172,300,000 

$18,720,000 2000 $20,200,000 192,500,000 

$55,398,000 £192,500, 000 

$19,050,000 2002 $1,700,000 194,200,000 

$4,050, 000 2003 $3,000,000 197,200,000 
$5,560,000 2004 $800,000 198,000,000 
$15,085,000 2008 $2,800,000 200,800,000 
$920,000 2008 $600,000 201,400,000 
$3,440,000 2009 $30,000 201,430,000 
$420,000 2009 N/A $201, 430,000 
$900,000 2005 $48,600,000 250,030,000 


* THESE PROJECTS WERE NOT INCLUDED IN THE INITIAL. CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE UNDER THE 1981 BENEFIT ASSESSMENT 
PROGRAM THAT WAS USED TO ESTIMATE 60% FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION GOAL. 


** 1% DAMAGE FIGURES SHOWN FOR INFORMATION ONLY. PROJECT PRIORITIES ARE BASED PRIMARILY ON AVERAGE ANNUAL FLOOD DAMAGES (NOT 
SHOWN). PRIORITIES MAY ALSO BE SET BASED ON OTHER FACTORS SUCH AS EROSION CONTROL, INDUCED FLOQDING, FEDERAL FUNDING ETC. 


Twat at Re onaweerrrar Fr ann NAMARE AGANCTATED WITH THESE PROJECTS. 


South Zone 

The South Zone is faced with a unique funding problem in comparison with other 
zones. The U.S. Soil Conservation Service (SCS) has been constructing the Lower Llagas 
Creek Watershed project in phases since 1982 and the District is required to fund the 
local share of the project costs. These local costs include purchase of rights of way, 
bridge replacements and utility relocations. Once the South Zone incurs these costs, it 
files for reimbursement under the State Subventions Program. Unfortunately, the South 
Zone does not have the financial resources to front these local costs so that 
reimbursement claims can be filed. Thus the South Zone has borrowed $2.2 million 
(interest free) from the District Cost Center Account in order to create a rollover fund 
to meet these local costs. Even with this loan, it is likely that with present revenue 
sources, the South Zone will take much longer to construct the local share portions of the 
project (ees bridges) than for SCS to complete the channel work. 

This zone is also faced with fronting up to $3.5 million for the local share of the 
‘Uvas Creek project sponsored by the Corps of Engineers. Again, this local share would 
be reimbursable from the State; however, once again the South Zone does not have the 
funds to initiate such claims. Unless the State Subventions Program provides for 
advanees (rather than just reimbursements) toward the local share of these federal 
projects, the South Zone will need another source of funds to front the local cost of these 
federal projects in a timely manner. This source of funding should be at least $3 million 
(in addition to the existing $2.2 million District loan) to provide sufficient capital to fund 
the local obligations in a timely manner relative to the federal portion of the project. 
Any interest incurred for this source of funds would not be reimbursable from the State, 
and would have to be borne by the South Zone. 

Table 11 shows the present schedule for completion of remaining South Zone flood 
control projects under present revenues and assuming federal project schedules are 


maintained. 
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SENS/RATES/S. 3r TABLE 11 


TIP BS nm 
CURRENT CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 
UNDER 1981 BENEFIT ASSESSMENT PROGRAM (BAU=%12.50) 
(ASSUMES VOTER CONTINUATION OF PROGRAM PAST 1990-91) 
SOUTH ZONE 
CURRENT ESTIMATED 1% ACCUMULATED 
ESTIMATE OF ESTIMATED FLOOD DAMAGE 1% FLD DMG 
DISTRCT COSTS YEAR OF REDUCT ION** REDUCTION 
FACILITY (JUNE ’85 $’S) COMPLETION (JUNE ‘86 $’S) (JUNE ‘84 $'S) 
UVAS CREEK (CORPS) $3,900,000 C1] «1989 -—« $19,653,000 #19, 453, 000 
LLAGAS CREEK (SCS) $20,800,000 £1] 1996 $9,550,000 #29, 203,000 
BUETOTAL (THRU TURN OF CENTURY) $24, 700,000 tid $29, 203,000 
*TENNANT-CORRALITOS CREEKS, INTERIM $500,000 2008 $25,000 $29,228,000 
*JONES CREEK $492,000 2019 $5,000 $29,233,000 
XW LITTLE LLAGAS CREEK, WRIGHT/LLAGAS AV #500, 000 2030 7 ° 
UVAS — CARNADERO CREEK: 7 
x PAJARO RIVER/HIGHWAY 101 $5,000,000 q ? 7 
* HIGHWAY 101/THOMAS ROAD $2,000,000 3 7 7 
#1) EIRANCH LLAGAS CREEK, DAY/FITZGERALD $750,000 ? ? ? 
*DEXTER CREEK, JONES/PACHECO HWY $500,000 ” ? ? 
XLLAGAS CREEK, SANTA TERESA/CHESERO DAM $2,000,000 ? ? ? 
*TENNANT-CORRALITOS CREEKS, PHASE 2 $7,000,000 ? $41,000 $29,274,000 + 
 SUETOTAL $19,742, 000 $71,000 + 
TOTAL . $44,442,000 [2] $29,274,000 + 


* THESE PROJECTS WERE NOT INCLUDED IN THE INITIAL CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE UNDER THE 1981 BENEFIT ASSESSMENT 
PROGRAM THAT WAS USED TO ESTIMATE 60% FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION GOAL. 


** 1% DAMAGE FIGURES SHOWN FOR INFORMATION ONLY. PROJECT PRIORITIES ARE BASED PRIMARILY ON AVERAGE ANNUAL FLOOD DAMAGES (NOT 
SHOWN). PRIORITIES MAY ALSO BE SET BASED ON OTHER FACTORS SUCH AS EROSION CONTROL, INDUCED FLOODING, FEDERAL FUNDING ETC. 


& UNKNOWN, 
£13] THIS IS THE COST OF THE LOCAL SHARE OF THE FEDERAL PROJECT AND IS SUBJECT TO 100% REIMBURSEMENT FROM THE 
STATE’S SUBVENTION PROGRAM. INTEREST FOR ANY LOANS TO PROVIDE FRONT MONEY FOR CONSTRUCTION WOULD NOT EE 
ELIGIBLE FOR REIMBURSEMENT FROM THE STATE. : 


Cet INCLUDES $24,700,000 THAT WILL EE SURJECT TO 100% RETMBURSEMENT FROM THE STATE. 


Current Projection of 1981 10-Year Flood Damage Reduction Goals 


The 1981 Benefit Assessment Program has provided the means for the District to 
conduct a significantly increased maintenance program, and to improve, so far, 18 miles | 
of channel which provide a reduction of 16% in 1981 flood damage levels (not including 
the completed portions of the Llagas Creek Project under construction by the Soil 
Conservation Service). 

Given the previously described events and conditions that have changed since 
1981, the District's construction program cannot meet the 10-year goals projected in 
1981. Flood damage repair has been costly; project costs have increased from earlier 
estimates; District tax revenues continue to be frozen within redevelopment agencies; 
Lower Coyote Creek, a major flood control project that was not originally included in the 
1981 Benefit Assessment Program construction schedule, has since been added to the 
schedule as have many other projects; and there is a growing demand by the public for 
increased maintenance. All of these conditions have resulted in the District projecting 
that it will be able to reduce potential freshwater flood damage as identifed in 1981 by 
46% instead of by 60% which was the goal of the 10-year program. Figure 2 is a graph 
showing the flood damage reduction goal set in 1981 and demonstrating progress toward 


that goal halfway through the ten-year program. 
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POTENTIAL FRESHWATER FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION (1981) 


FIGURE 2 
FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION UNDER 19814 
BENEFIT ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 
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FUNDING ALTERNATIVES TO ACCELERATE CONSTRUCTION 
OF FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS 

During February 1986, the Board of Directors and District staff reviewed several 
methods of providing supplemental funding to accelerate the flood control construction 
program and to provide a method of generating revenue to meet the costs of flood 
damage repair should they be significant in any given year. The review included such 
funding methods as special assessments for specific projects, land development fees, 
redevelopment agency funding, developer dedication of rights of way, developer 
construction of flood control projects, new benefit assessments and, possibly, debt 
financing. 

The Board favored further consideration of new benefit assessments on a zone by 
zone basis as a source of supplemental revenue. This could provide funds to accelerate 
construction of new facilities and could be structured to provide flexibility so that the 
costs of flood damage could be recovered soon after a major flood. Increased assessment 
revenue could be leveraged through debt financing, by utilizing such revenues to service 
bonds for example, thereby constructing projects earlier. 

The following discussions examine utilization of increased benefit assessments to 


construct projects through pay-as-you-go or through debt financing. 


Pay As You Go Alternative 


The following pages show the construction schedules in each flood control zone 
that would be possible on a pay as you go basis if the benefit assessment unit rate (BAU) 
were inereased from about $12.50 to $25, $40 or $50, until the major flood control 
projects were completed. Once the projects are completed, the rates could be reduced 
by the Board depending on maintenance program needs and property tax revenue at that 
time. The following schedules address funding feasiblilty only; that is, they indicate 
when there would be sufficient funds available to pay for the projects with the assumed 


revenues. The schedules assume adequate human resources will be provided to support 


these schedules. 
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Tables 12 through 16 demonstrate that, continuing with pay as you go financing, 
benefit assessment unit (BAU) rates of $25 to $40 could significantly accelerate 
construction of projects from 2 to 14 years for those projects that would be built prior to 
the year 2000. Under these various alternatives, depending on the zone, most of the 


major construction needs could be met before the turn of the century. 


Debt Financing 


Utilizing long-term debt financing, such as lease revenue securities (bonds) or 
certificates of participation, was discussed with the Board of Directors in February 1986 
as a possible means of helping to accelerate the construction of major flood control 
projects. With the exception of two successful general obligation bond elections in 1956 
and 1963, the District has been using pay as you go financing to build flood control 
projects. Because the current benefit assessment program will expire in five years 
(unless voters approve continuance), it would not be possible to issue any major long term 
debt by pledging benefit assessment revenues to service the debt. 

An advantage of using long-term debt financing when conditions permit is that the 
burden of paying for the projects would be shifted from the years preceding construction 
to the years after construction. Thus, the people who would continue to enjoy the 
benefits of having the flood protection would be paying for the facilities that provide 
that benefit. A possible disadvantage of debt financing is the burden of interest on the 
debt; however, interest costs can be offset to some extent by future rates of inflation in 
construction costs. 


A separate report entitled Debt Financing Alternatives Available to the Santa 
Clara Valley Water District to Construct Flood Control Facilities, July 1986, has been 


prepared by Dinkelspiel Belmont and Company, Ine. This report reviews the various 
possible methods of both long term and short term debt financing for construction of 


flood control projects for the District's individual flood control zones. 
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SENS/RATES/NUW. Sr- TABLE 12 


FIT IB Ge ne ee ne 
CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULES UNDER 
ALTERNATIVE BENEFIT ASSESSMENT PROGRAMS 
USING ’PAY-AS-YOU-GO’ FINANCING 
ec de es ES t 
NORTHWEST ZONE 
CURRENT ESTIMATED YEAR OF COMPLETION * 
ESTIMATE OF wore wat ne ene 
DISTRCT COSTS (CURRENT) 
FACILITY (JUNE ’865 $/S)  BAU=$12.50 BAU=$25.00 BAU=$40.00 E:AU=$50.00 
PALO ALTO FLOOD BASIN (PAFE) #713, 000 1987 1987 1987 1987 
STEVENS CREEK, DIERICX OR $1,128,000 1989 1989 1989 1989 
ADOBE CREEK, PAFE/EL CAMINO $8,424,000 1994 1991 1990 1989 
MATADERO CREEK 11,750,000 2001 1995 1993 1993 
BARRON CREEK $13,847,000 2008 2000 1997 1995 
ADOBE CREEK, EL CAMINO/EL MONTE $3,205,000 2010 1998 1995 
PERMANENTE CREEK $420,000 [1] 2010 2001 1998 1993 
HALE CREEK $2,047,000 2011 2002 1998 1994 
PERMANENTE DIVERSION (PHASE 2) $5,019,000 2014 2003 2000 1997 
SAN FRANCISQUITO CREEK $28,000,000 2029 2012 2006 2002 


TOTAL $74,553,000 


* SCHEDULES FOR INDICATED ALTERNATIVES ARE EASED ON CASH FLOW ONLY. THEY ASSUME ADEQUATE STAFFING AND DO NOT ACCOUNT FOR 
' POSSIBLE DELAYS RESULTING FROM UNSCHEDULED PROJECTS, PROCESSING TIME OF OUTSIDE AGENCIES, LOCAL NEEDS OR OTHER REQUIREMENTS. 


« UNDERLINE PROVIDES REFERENCE FOR PROJECTS COMPLETED THROUGH THE TURN OF THE CENTURY FOR THE ALTERNATIVES SHOWN. 


C1] ALTHOUGH POTENTIAL FLOOD DAMAGE FOR THIS CREEK HAS BEEN IDENTIFIED, THE FULL PROJECT COST HAS NOT YET BEEN ESTIMATED. 
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SENS/RATES/NC. Sr 
7/7/88 


FACILITY 

SARATOGA CREEK, CABRILLO/LAWREMNCE 
CALABAZAS CREEK 

SUNNYVALE EAST 

SARATOGA CREEK, PROSPECT/4TH ST 
PROSPECT CREEK 

SAN TOMAS CREEK, POLLARD/CANON DR 


WIL DCAT CREEK 


MISC BRIDGES (CALABAZAS, SAN TOMAS ) 
DEBRIS BASINS (CALABAZAS, SAN TOMAS) 


SAN TOMAS CREEK, CABRILLO/WILLIAMS: 


STAGE 1 


STAGE 2 


STAGE 3 


STAGE 4 OF 4 


TOTAL 


TABLE 1 


3 


CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULES UNDER 


USING ’PAY-AS-YOU-GO’ FINANCING 
t 


NORTH CENTRAL ZONE 


CURRENT 
ESTIMATE OF 


ESTIMATED YEAR OF COMPLETION * 


ALTERNATIVE BENEFIT ASSESSMENT PROGRAMS 


£15,200, 000 
$14,200,000 
$16,200,000 


$14,200,000 
$97,185,000 


DISTRCT COSTS (CURRENT) 
(JUNE ‘84 $/S) GAU=$12.50 EAU=$25.00 
$2,698,000 —S—«*'9BB 1988 
€13,419,000 1994 1992 
£5, 030,000 1995 1993 
$533,000 1995 1992 
$210,000 1995 1992 
$1,050,000 1996 1922 
$945,000 1996 1993 
$3,500,000 1996 1994 
$5,000,000 2000 1995 


19993 


2001 


2005 


2010 


BAU=$40.00 


19893 


1991 


1991 


19971 


1991 


1991 


1991 


1972 


1993 


SCHEDULES FOR INDICATED ALTERNATIVES ARE BASED ON CASH FLOW ONLY. THEY ASSUME ADEQUATE STAFFING AND DO NOT ACCOUNT FOR 


POSSTELE DELAYS RESULTING FROM UNSCHEDULED PROJECTS, PROCESSING TIME OF OUTSIDE AGENCIES, 


LOCAL NEEDS OR OTHER REQUIREMENTS. 


« UNDERLINE PROVIDES REFERENCE FOR PROJECTS COMPLETED THROUGH THE TURN OF THE CENTURY FOR THE ALTERNATIVES SHOWN. 
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SENG/RATES/O. Sr TAGLE 14 


a es Rs errs 
CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULES UNDER 
ALTERNATIVE BENEFIT ASSESSMENT PROGRAMS 
USING ‘’PAY-AS-YOU-GO’ FINANCING 
Bo Sle ee tas t 
CENTRAL ZONE 
CURRENT ESTIMATED YEAR OF COMPLETION * 
ESTIMATE OR. “sneer etal soe eee eae 
DISTRCT COSTS (CURRENT ) 
FACILITY (JUNE 'B6 $’S)  BAU=$12.24 BAU=$25.00 BAU=$40.00 BAU=$50.00 
COYOTE CREEK — CONTRIBUTION $2,968,000 [1] 1987 1987 1987 1987 
GUADALUPE RIVER: 
GOLD STREET ERIDGE $970, 000 1987 1987 1987 1987 
HEDDING STREET ERIDGE $919,000 1988 1988 1988 1988 
HETCH HETCHY CROSSING #1, 300,000 1987 1987 1987 1987 
HIGHWAY 17/FUY 280 (CORPS) $8,445,000 [2] 1993 1993 1993 1993 
FWY 280/BLOSSOM HILL ROAD $66,913, 000 1999 1994 1994 1992 
ROSS CREEK $4,830,000 2000 1995 1994 1992 
RANDOL CREEK £432,000 2001 1997 1995 1992 
LOS GATOS CREEK $11,206,000 2002 1998 1995 1994 


* SCHEDULES FOR INDICATED ALTERNATIVES ARE BASED ON CASH FLOW ONLY. THEY ASSUME ADEQUATE STAFFING AND DO NOT ACCOUNT FOR 
POSSTELE DELAYS RESULTING FROM UNSCHEDULED PROJECTS, PROCESSING TIME OF OUTSIDE AGENCIES, LOCAL NEEDS OR OTHER REQUIREMENTS. 


«= UNDERLIME PROVIDES REFERENCE FOR PROJECTS COMPLETED THROUGH THE TURN OF THE CENTURY FOR THE ALTERNATIVES SHOWN. 
Cid JOINT PROJECT WITH THE EAST FLOOD CONTROL ZONE ON LOWER COYOTE CREEK FROM THE EBAY TO) MONTAGUE EXPRESSWAY. 


C27 IN ADDITION TO DISTRICT SHARE OF FEDERAL PROJECT, INCLUDES DISTRICT SHARE OF JOINT PROJECT WITH CITY OF SAN JOSE 
FOR BOX BYPASS IN THE VICINITY OF PARK AVE. 


SENS /RATES/E. 3r 
FOLDER ee nme 
CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULES UNDER 
ALTERNATIVE EENEFIT ASSESSMENT PROGRAMS 
USING ’PAY-AS-YOU-GO’ FINANCING 


EAST ZONE 


CURRENT 
ESTIMATE OF 
DISTRCT COSTS 


ESTIMATED YEAR GF COMPLETION * 


(CURRENT ) 


cv 


FACILITY (JUNE ’86 #'S) BAUH=$12.50 BAU=$25. 00 BAU= $40.00 BAU=450. 00 
URIGLEY FORD DITCH 1,300,000 “1989 4989 4989 1989 
LAKE CUNNINGHAM AGREEMENT $972,000 1990 1990 1990 1990 
LOWER SILVER CREEK (SCS) $671,000 1990 1990 1990 1990 
RERRYESSA CREEK (CORPS) $1,000,000 1991 1991 1991 1991 
COYOTE CREEK: 
BAY /MONTAGUE $21,345,900 1993 1991 1990 19897 
MNOMTAGUE /BAYSHORE $11,390,000 1996 1992 1991 1990 
EBAY SHORE /NETCALF $18,720,000 2000 1993 1993 1992 
FISHER CREEK, BAILY/TILTON $19,050,000 2002 19993 1995 1994 
SOUTH BARE CREEK #€4,060, 000 2003 1998 1996 1994 
LOS COCHES CREEK $5,560, 000 2004 1995 1995 
COYOTE CREEK, METCALF/ANDERSON DAM $15,085,000 2008 1999 19948 
CALERA CREEK $920,000 2008 2002 1999 19964 
THOMPSON CREEK $3, 440,000 2009 2002 1999 1997 
YEREA BUENA CREEK $420,000 2009 2002 1999 1997 
UPPER PENITENCIA CREEK (SCS) #900, 000 2005 2005 


¥ 


TOTAL 


SCHEDULES FOR INDICATED ALTERNATIVES ARE GASED ON CASH FLOW ONLY. 


POSSIBLE DELAYS RESULTING FROM UNSCHEDULED PROJECTS, PROCESSING TIME OF OUTSIDE AGENCIES, 


THEY ASSUME ADEQUATE 


STAFFING AND DO NOT ACCOUNT FOR 


» UNDERLINE PROVIDES REFERENCE FOR PROJECTS COMPLETED THROUGH THE TURN OF THE CENTURY FOR THE ALTERNATIVES SHOWN. 


LOCAL NEEDS OR OTHER REQUIREMENTS. 


Cv 


Ce] 


SENS/RATES ZS. or 


TABLE 14 


FU Td Ae gee 
CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULES UNDER 
ALTERNATIVE BENEFIT ASSESSMENT PROGRAMS 
USING ‘PAY-AS-YOU-GO’ FINANCING 
Seals ed ype eich sca Nc t 
SOUTH ZONE 
CURRENT ESTIMATED 
ESTIMATE OF: ~ SSet2eses2. ee eee 
DISTRCT COSTS (CURRENT ) 
FACILITY (JUNE °B6 $/S)  BAU=12.50 BAU=$25.00 
UVAS CREEK (CORPS) $3,900,000 £1] 1989 1989 
LLAGAS CREEK (SCS) $20,800,000 [1] 1996 1992 
TENNANT-CORRALITOS CREEKS, INTERIM $500, 000 2008 1989 
JONES CREEK $492,000 2019 1990 
) LITTLE LLAGAS CREEK, WRIGHT/LLAGAS AV $500, 000 2030 1991 
UVAS - CARNADERO CREEK: 
PAJARO RIVER/HIGHWAY 101 $5,000, 000 ? 2014 
HIGHWAY 101/THOMAS ROAD $2,000, 000 ? 
 ERANCH LLAGAS CREEK, DAY/FITZGERALD $7510, 000 ” 2025 
DEXTER CREEK, JONES/PACHECO HWY $500, 000 ° 2027 
LLAGAS CREEK, SANTA TERESA/CHESERO DAM $2,000,000 ? 2035 
TENNANT-CORRALITOS CREEKS, PHASE 2 $7,000, 000 ? 2043 
TOTAL $44,442,000 [2] : 


SCHEDULES FOR INDICATED ALTERNATIVES ARE EASED ON CASH FLOW ONLY. 
POSSIBLE DELAYS RESULTING FROM UNSCHEDULED PROJECTS, 


UNDERLINE PROVIDES REFERENCE FOR PROJECTS COMPLETED THROUGH THE TURN OF THE CENTURY FOR THE 


UNKNOUN. 


THIS IS THE COST OF THE LOCAL SHARE OF THE FEDERAL 


STATE’S SUEVENTION PROGRAM. 
ELIGIBLE FOR REIMBURSEMENT FROM THE STATE. 


THEY ASSUME 


INCLUDES $24,700,000 THAT WILL BE SUBJECT TO 100% REIMBURSEMENT FROM THE STATE. 


YEAR OF COMPLETION ¥* 


PROCESSING TIME OF OUTSIDE AGENCIES, 


EAU=$40.00 RAU=$50. 00 
er rc 
1992 1992 

1989 1989 

1989 1989 

1990 1989 

1998 1994 

1996 

2002 1997 

2002 1998 

2005 1999 

2014 2005 


ADEQUATE STAFFING AND DO NOT ACCOUNT FOR 


LOCAL NEEDS OR OTHER REQUIREMENTS. 


ALTERNATIVES SHOWN. 


PROJECT AND IS SUBJECT TO 100% REIMBURSEMENT FROM THE 
INTEREST FOR ANY LOANS TO PROVIDE FRONT MONEY FOR CONSTRUCTION WOULD NOT BE 


The long term debt financing method that is recommended is nonprofit 
corporation lease revenue securities with a 20-year term. At the time of this report, a 
conservative interest rate is 8.5%. This method of funding capital construction could 
apply to projects in all zones. 

The report also addresses possible alternatives available to the South Zone to 
meet its special need of a short-term loan or line of credit to fund an initial $3 million of 
the local costs associated with the federal Llagas Creek and Uvas Creek flood control 
projects. Short-term debt is possible because the State Subventions program will 
reimburse the District for nearly 100% of the local project costs (i.e. the cost of rights 
of way, bridges and utility relocations) within a short period of time. Currently the State 
reimburses 90% of the amount submitted for reimbursement with 90 days, and the 
remaining 10% within a year. 

Dinkelspiel Belmont advises that tax revenue anticipation notes (TRANS) or grant 
anticipation notes (GANS) are available for such short term financing. These loans carry 
reasonable terms, but must be repaid within a 13-month period. 

Even with the infusion of sufficient funds to accelerate construction schedules, 
there are other constraints affecting project scheduling. These include limitations in 
human resources and the minimum time that it takes to go through the required 
predesign and design processes. As an extreme example, if it were possible to provide 
unlimited funds to fund all of the flood control projects in one year, it would not be 
possible to construct them that fast because of the time it would take to plan, provide 
for public review and prepare plans and specifications for the projects. 

Tables 17 through 21 show the construction schedules that could be funded with a 
$25, $40 or $50 benefit assessment unit (BAU) and using the increased revenue to support 
debt financing as a means of accelerating the construction program. The schedules also 
show the assessment rates required to meet the debt service requirements after 
completion of the projects. Once again, the alternatives address funding feasibility only 


and do not necessarily consider human resource constraints. 
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SENS/RATES/NUW. Sr TABLE 17 


DLE ee 
CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULES UNDER 
ALTERNATIVE BENEFIT ASSESSMENT PROGRAMS 
USING 'LONG TERM DEBT’ FINANCING 
iinet Dice alatemeuaaion f 
NORTHWEST ZONE 
ESTIMATED YEAR OF COMPLETION * 
CURRENT (DF: DEET FINANCING, JUNE ’84 #'S) 
ESTIMATE OF (CURRENT) 

DISTRCT COSTS EAU=$12. 50 BAU=$12.50 EAU=$25,.00 EAU=$40, 00 BAU=#50. 00 
FACILITY (JUNE '85 $79) PAY AS GO DF=$11M DF=s22M DF=$40M DF =$40M 
PALO ALTO FLOOD BASIN (PAFE) $713, 000 1987 19987 19987 1987 1987 
STEVENS CREEK, DIERICX OR $1,128,000 1989 1989 1989 1989 1989 
ADOBE CREEK, PAFB/EL CAMINO $9,424,000, 1994 1989 19989 1989 1989 
MATADERO CREEK $11,750,000 2001 ~ 1998 1990 1989 1989 
EARRON CREEK $13,847,000 2008 2010 1997 1989 1999 
ADOEE CREEK, El CAMINO/EL MONTE $3,205,000 2010 2012 1999 1991 1989 
PERMANENTE CREEK $420,000 (11 2010 2012 2000 1991 1989 
HALE CREEK $2,047,000 2011 2013 2001 1991 190 
PERMANENTE DIVERSION (PHASE 2) 85,019,000 2014 2014 2004 1992 1991 
SAN FRANCISQUITO CREEK $28, 000, 000 2029 2031 2018 2010 1999 

TOTAL $74,553,000 


' SCHEDULES FOR INDICATED ALTERNATIVES ARE BASED ON CASH FLOW ONLY. THEY ASSUME ADEQUATE STAFFING AND DO NOT ACCOUNT FOR 
POSSIGLE DELAYS RESULTING FROM UNSCHEDULED PROJECTS, PROCESSING TINE OF OUTSIDE AGENCIES, LOCAL NEEDS OR OTHER REQUIRENENTS. 


«= UNDERLINE PROVIDES REFERENCE FOR PROJECTS COMPLETED THROUGH THE TURN OF THE CENTURY FOR THE ALTERNATIVES SHOUN. 


ALTHOUGH POTENTIAL FLOOD DAMAGE FOR THIS CREEK HAS BEEN IDENTIFIED, THE FULL PROJECT COST HAS NOT YET BEEN ESTIMATED. 
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SENS /RATES/NC. Or 
7/7/86 


FACILITY 

SARATOGA CREEK, CABRILLO/LAWRENCE 
CALABAZAS CREEK 

SUNNYVALE EAST 

SARATOGA CREEK, PROSPECT/4TH ST 
PROSPECT CREEK 

SAN TOMAS CREEK, POLLARD/CANON DR 


WILDCAT CREEK 


MISC ERIDGES (CALABAZAS, SAN TOMAS) 
DEERIG BASINS (CALABAZAS, SAN TOMAS) 


SAN TOMAS CREEK, CABRILLO/WILLTIAMS: 


STAGE 1 


STAGE 2 


STAGE 3 


STAGE 4 OF 4 


TOTAL 


POSSIBLE DELAYS RESULTING FROM UNSCHEDULED PROJECTS, 


TABLE 18 


CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULES UNDER 
ALTERNATIVE BENEFIT ASSESSMENT PROGRANS 
USING ‘LONG TERM DEET’ FINANCING 


NORTH CENTRAL ZONE 


ESTIMATED YEAR OF COMPLETION * 


CURRENT 
ESTIMATE OF 
DISTRCT COSTS 


(CURRENT ) 
EAU=$12.50 


(JUNE 786 $°S) PAY AS GO 
$2,698,000 1988 
$13,419,000 1994 

$5,030,000 1995 
$533,000 1995 
$210,000 1995 

$1,050,000 1996 
$945,000 1994 

$3,500,000 1996 

$5, 000,000 2000 


BAU=$12. 50 
DF=$16M 
1988 
1992 

1993 

1992 

1992 

1992 

1992 

1992 


1996 


$15,200,000 2003 
$14,200,000 2008 
$14,200,000 2011 
$14,200,000 2015 


2003 


2007 


2012 


2016 


PROCESSING TIME OF OUTSIDE AGENCIES, 


BAU=$25.00 
DF=$16M 
4988 
1990 

1991 

1991 

1991 

1991 

1992 

1992 


1992 


1995 


2000 


2007 


BAU=$40.00 
DF=$16M 


LOCAL NEEDS OR OTHER REQUIREMENTS. 


2 UNDERLINE PROVIDES REFERENCE FOR PROJECTS COMPLETED THROUGH THE TURN OF THE CENTURY FOR THE ALTERNATIVES SHOWN. 


LY 


SENS /RATES/C. 3r TABLE 19 


POTI ge 
CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULES UNDER 
ALTERNATIVE BENEFIT ASSESSMENT PROGRAMS 
USING “LONG TERM DEBT’ FINANCING 
a a ae en an ' 
CENTRAL ZONE 
ESTIMATED YEAR QF COMPLETION * 
CURRENT (DF: DEBT FINANCING, JUNE ‘846 $’S) 
ESTIMATE OF (CURRENT ) 

DISTRCT COSTS BAU=$12.26 BAU=$12.24 BAU=$25.00 EAU=40.00 

FACILITY (JUNE ‘84 $’S) PAY AS GO DF=$25M DF=%30M DF=$30M 

COYOTE CREEK — CONTRIBUTION #2,968,000 [1] 1987 1987 1987 1987 
GUADALUPE RIVER: 

GOLD STREET ERIDGE $970,000 1987 1987 1987 1987 

HEDDING STREET ERIDGE $919,000 1988 1928 1988 1988 

HE TCH HETCHY CROSSING #1, 300,000 1987 1987 1987 1987 

HIGHWAY 17/FWY 280 (CORPS) $8,445,000 [2] 1993 1993 1993 1993 

FWY 280/ELOSSOM HILL ROAD $56,913,000 1999 1996 1992 1990 

ROSS CREEK $4,830,000 2000 1997 1992 1990 

RANDOL CREEK $432,000 2001 1999 1993 1992 

LOS GATOS CREEK $11,206,000 2002 2000 1995 1994 


TOTAL $97,983,000 


* SCHEDULES FOR INDICATED ALTERNATIVES ARE GASED ON CASH FLOW ONLY. THEY ASSUME ADEQUATE STAFFING AND DO NOT ACCOUNT FOR 
POSSTELE DELAYS RESULTING FROM UNSCHEDULED PROJECTS, PROCESSING TINE OF OUTSIDE AGENCIES, LOCAL NEEDS OR OTHER REQUIREMENTS. 


-: UNDERLINE PROVIDES REFERENCE FOR PROJECTS COMPLETED THROUGH THE TURN OF THE CENTURY FOR THE ALTERNATIVES SHOWN. 
Ci} JOINT PROJECT WITH THE EAST FLOOD CONTROL ZONE ON LOWER COYOTE CREEK FROM THE EAY TO MONTAGUE EXPRESSWAY. 


C2] IN ADDITION TO DISTRICT SHARE OF FEDERAL PROJECT, INCLUDES DISTRICT SHARE OF JOINT PROJECT WITH CITY OF SAN JOSE 
FOR BOX BYPASS IN THE VICINITY OF PARK AVE. 
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SENS/RATESZE. Sr 
7ST LB! 


FACILITY 
URTGLEY FORD DITCH 
LAKE CUNNINGHAM AGREEMENT 
LOWER SILVER CREEK (SCS) 
EERRYESSA CREEK (CORPS) 
COYOTE CREEK: 
BAY /MONTAGUE 
MONTAGUE /BAY SHORE 
BAY SHORE /METCALF 
FISHER CREEK, BAILY/TILTON 
SOUTH BAEE CREEK 


LOS COCHES CREEK 


COYOTE CREEK, METCALF/ANDERSON DAM 


CALERA CREEK 


THOMPSON CREEK 


YEREA BUENA CREEK 


UPPER PENITENCIA CREEK (SCS) 


TOTAL 


TABLE 20 


CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULES UNDER 
ALTERNATIVE BENEFIT ASSESSMENT PROGRAMS 


EAST ZONE 


ESTIMATED YEAR OF COMPLETION * 


CURRENT 
ESTIMATE OF 
DISTRCT COSTS 


(CURRENT) 
GAU=$12.50 


(DF: DEGT FINANCING, JUNE ’85 #°S) 


BAU=$12.50 
DF=$20M 


1989 


1990 


(JUME '846 $/S) PAY AS GO 
"$1,300,000 ——~—~«&:9 BP 
$972,000 1990 
$671,000 1990 
$1,000,000 1991 
$21,345,000 1993 
$11,390,000 1996 
#18, 720,000 2000 
#19,050,000 2002 
$4,040,000 2003 
#5, 560,000 2004 
£15,095, 000 2008 
$920, 000 2008 
$3,440,000 2009 
$420,000 2009 
$900, 000 2005 


2009 


2009 


2010 


2010 


2005 


BAU=$25.00 


BAU=$40.00 


DF=540M DF=$450M 
49899899 
1990 1990 1990 
1790 1990 1990 
1991 1991 1971 
1989 1989 1989 
1989 1989 1989 
199% 1992 19989 
1994 1994 19941 
1993 1995 199%" 
1995 1995 1992 
1999 1996 1992 
1999 1996 1992 
2000 1997 19779 


SCHEDULES FOR INDICATED ALTERNATIVES ARE BASED ON CASH FLOW ONLY. THEY ASSUME ADEQUATE STAFFING 4ND DO NOT ACCOUNT FOR 


POSSIBLE DELAYS RESULTING FROM UNSCHEDULED PROJECTS, 


PROCESSING TIME OF OUTSIDE AGENCIES, LOCAL 


NEEDS OR OTHER REQUIREMENTS. 


S UNDERLINE PROVIDES REFERENCE FOR PROJECTS COMPLETED THROUGH THE TURN OF THE CENTURY FOR THE ALTERNATIVES SHOWN. 
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SENS /RATES/S. Sr 
7/7/84 


FACILITY 


UVAS CREEK (CORPS) 


LLAGAS CREEK (SCS) 
TENNANT-CORRALITOS CREEKS, INTERIM 
JONES CREEK 

Wo LITTLE LLAGAS CREEK, WRIGHT/LLAGAS AY 
UVAS — CARNADERO CREEK: 
PAJARO RIVER/HIGHWAY 101 
HIGHWAY 101/THOMAS ROAD 
Wo ERANCH LLAGAS CREEK, DAY/FITZGERALD 
DEXTER CREEK, JONES/PACHECO HWY 
LLAGAS CREEK, SANTA TERESA/CHESERO DAM 


VENNANT-CORRALITOS CREEKS, PHASE 2 


TOTAL 


TABLE 21 


CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULES UNDER 
ALTERNATIVE BENEFIT ASSESSMENT PROGRAMS 
USING “LONG TERM DEBT’ FINANCING 

a t 


SOUTH ZONE 


ESTIMATED 


YEAR OF COMPLETION * 


CURRENT 
ESTIMATE OF 
DISTRCT COSTS 


(CURRENT ) 
BAU=$12.50 


(DF: DEBT FINANCING, 


BAU=$12.50 


(JUNE ‘'86 $’5) PAY AS GO DF=% M 
$3,900,000 C1] 1989 NOT 
POSSIBLE 
$20,800,000 [1] 1996 


$500,000 2008 
$492,000 2019 
$300,000 2030 


$6,000,000 9 
£2,000, 000 z 
$750,000 * 
£500, 000 > 
$2,000,000 7 
$7,000, 000 7 


JUNE ’86 #’S) 
FAU=$25.00 BAU=40. 00 
DF=$3.2 DF=$7.5M 
“1989 1989 
1992 1992 
1989 1989 
1989 1989 
1989 


19789 


BAU= £50.00 
DF=SIOM 


1989 
1992 
1989 


1989 


1989 


1990 
1992 
1992 


1992 


2015 1993 
2023 1993 
2026 1993 
2028 1998 
2035 2002 
2065 2019 


1993 


2004 


* SCHEOQULES FOR INDICATED ALTERNATIVES ARE BASED ON CASH FLOW ONLY. THEY ASSUME ADEQUATE STAFFING AND DO NOT ACCOUNT FOR 
POSSIELE DELAYS RESULTING FROM UNSCHEDULED PROJECTS, PROCESSING TIME OF OUTSIDE AGENCIES, LOCAL MEEDS OR OTHER REQUTREMENTS,. 


o UNDERL TNE 


Cid 


C2] 


PROVIDES 
UNKNOUN. 


THIS IS THE COST OF THE LOCAL 
STATE’S SUEVENTION PROGRAM. 


REFERENCE FOR PROJECTS COMPLETED 


SHARE OF THE 
INTEREST FOR ANY 


LOANS 


ELIGIBLE FOR REIMBURSEMENT FROM THE STATE. 


INCLUDES #24,700,000 THAT WILL BE SUEJECT TQ 100% REIMBURSEMENT FROM THE STATE. 


THROUGH THE TURN OF THE CENTURY FOR 


THE ALTERNATIVES SHOWN. 


FEDERAL PROJECT AND IS SUBJECT TO 100% REIMBURSEMENT FROM THE 
TO PROVIDE FRONT MONEY FOR CONSTRUCTION WOULD NOT BE 


Dinkelspiel Belmont and Company's analyses have demonstrated that, with various 
anticipated levels of increased benefit assessment revenue, debt financing is feasible in 
each of the five flood control zones. They advise that the District has available to it 
bond finaneing through general obligation bonds (recently reinstated on the June 1986 
ballot) or through nonprofit corporation lease revenue securities or certificates of 
participation. The general obligation bonds might attract interest rates 1/4 to 1/2% 
lower than lease revenue obligations. 

As ean be seen in Tables 17 through 21, with BAU's of $25 and $40, debt financing 
could accelerate projects 4 to 22 years and significantly more in the South Zone, for 
projects completed before the year 2000, compared with present pay as you go 


capabilities. 


Summary 
Debt Financing verses Pay As You Go Financing 


Considering the information presented in Tables 17 through 21, long-term debt 
financing would be most advantageous to accelerate construction in the Northwest Zone 
but only marginally advantageous in the North Central, Central, East and South Zones. 
This is in part due to the federal projects that are possible in the Central, East and South 
Zones and for which federal processing and funding control construction scheduling. 
Also, the North Central, Central and East Zones have larger tax and assessment bases. 
In the North Central Zone, debt financing shows little advantage because that zone's 
most singificant projects would be nearly completed by the year 2000 under the pay-as- 
you-go alternatives. It's future revenue needs will soon be governed by administration, 
operation and maintenance program requirements, rather than by construction program 
needs. 

The South Zone would benefit by a loan of at least $3 million for its cash flow 
needs in funding the local share of the Llagas Creek and Uvas Creek projects. Tax 


revenue anticipation notes (TRANS) or grant anticipation notes (GANS) are available to 


75 R5934 30 


meet this need. These are short-term financing instruments and differ from the long- 
term debt financing recommended for the Northwest Zone construction program. 
Assessment Rates 

Table 17 indicates that increasing the present $12.50 per year benefit assessment 
unit rate to $40 in the Northwest Zone, and thereby increasing the assessment revenue 
from $1.21 million to $3.88 million per year would permit that zone to service 
approximately $40 million in debt-financed construction. 

For the North Central Zone, Table 13 shows doubling the present $12.50 benefit 
assessment unit rate would accomplish all high priority flood control projects as well as 
much of the low priority (but high cost) enlargement of the San Tomas Aquino Creek box 
culvert under San Tomas Expressway by the turn of the century. 

For the Central and East Zones, Tables 14 and 15 show that increasing the present 
benefit assessment rates of about $12.50 per year to $40 per year would permit 
remaining projects to be completed by the year 2000 using pay-as-you-go financing and 
assuming federal projects materialize as now anticipated. 

For the South Zone, Table 16 shows that increasing the BAU to $40 would permit 
accelerating construction of the local Llagas Creek facilities (bridges) four years by 
making use of short term debt financing and the zone may be able to construct some non- 


federal flood control projects by the year 2000. 


Recommendations 
From the above discussion, it is reeommended as follows: 
a. For purposes of the November 1986 ballot, adopt the following benefit 


assessment unit (BAU) rate ceilings: 


7T5R5934 ol 


~ 75R5934 


Northwest Zone 
North Central Zone 
Central Zone 

East Zone 


South Zone 


Immediately following a successful election raising the BAU rate ceilings as 
recommended above, prepare for long-term nonprofit corporation lease 


revenue bond sales in the Northwest Zone to finance most of the remaining 


projects. 


Continue to evaluate the applicability of debt financing for construction in 
the North Central, Central, East and South Zones. 

Immediately following a successful election raising the South Zone BAU 
ceiling rate as recommended, acquire $3 million needed for cash flow 


through tax revenue anticipation notes (TRANS), grant anticipation notes 


Recommended BAU 
Rate Ceiling 


$40.00 
$25.00 
$40.00 
$40.00 


$40.00 


(GANS) or commercial line of credit. 


PROPOSED BENEFIT ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 


The following discussion outlines the features of a proposed new benefit 

assessment program to support the recommendations of the preceding chapter. 
Proposed Assessment Rates and Construction Schedules 

Tables 22 through 26 present construction schedules for each zone assuming the 
maximum assessment rates (ceiling rates) are in effect. These schedules have considered 
and made allowances for human resource requirements. Should the ceiling assessment 
rates be in effect in each zone until the major flood control facilities are completed, the 
rates could be eventually adjusted to meet any debt service and maintenance needs that 
would exist at that time. | 

Proposed Debt Financing 

The proposed schedules utilize long term debt financing in the Northwest Zone, 
short term debt in the South Zone, and pay as you go financing in the other three zones. 
In order to utilize debt financing, it is recommended that any sunset provision be 
structured such that it would not limit the pay back period and, thus, bring into question 
the feasibility of bonds. Debt financing is not proposed at this time for the North 
Central, Central and East zones. However, it is possible that the federal projects 
ultimately may not be federally funded. Thus, it could’be necessary for the District to 
fund some or all of them locally, in which case it would be very helpful to have the 
capability to build these projects in a timely manner using debt financing. Therefore, it 
is recommended that the Board reevaluate the applicability of debt financing in each 
zone as future federal involvement in the various projects becomes clear. 

Annual Ceiling Rate Inflation 

It is proposed that the ceiling rates be adjusted annually utilizing the April Bay 
Area Consumer Price Index (CPI) for urban wage earners. This index has been selected 
rather than a fixed rate because it approximates the general increase in the cost of doing 
business. Thus the value of assessment revenues would remain essentially constant 


through the years. 
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SENS /RATES/NW. ar 


TABLE 22 


TA 7/BS aoe een 
PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 
WITH NEW BENEFIT ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 
BAU = $40, DEBT FINANCING = $40 MILLION** 
t 
NORTHWEST ZONE 
ESTIMATED 1% ACCUMULATED 
ESTIMATE OF YEAR OF FLOOD DAMAGE 1% FLD DMG 
DISTRCT COSTS PROJECT REDUCTION REDUCTION 
FACTLITY (JUNE '85 $'S)  COMPLETION* (JUNE ‘86 #’S) (JUNE ’84 $7S) 
PSO ALTO FLOOD BASIN (PAFE) $713,000 1987 $2,400,000 $2,400,000 
STEVENS CREEK, DIERICX DR #1, 128,090 1989 N/A $2,490,000 
ADUBE CREEK, PAFB/EL CAMINO $8, 424,000 1989 $17,300, 000 $19, 700, 000 
NATADERO CREEK $11,750,000 1989 $18,600,000 #38, 300,000 
BARRON CREEK $13,847,000 1989 $14,200,000 $54,500,000 
ADOEE CREEK, EL CAMINO/EL MONTE £3,205, 000 1991 $660,000 $55,160,000 
PERMANENTE CREEK $420,000 C1] 1991 $12,000,000 $57,140,000 
HALE CREEK $2,047,000 1991 $1,400,000 $68,560,000 
PERMANENTE DIVERSION (PHASE 2) $5,019,000 1992 $8,355,000 $76,915,000 
SAN FRANCISQUITO CREEK $28,000,000 2010 $50,831,000 127,746,000 


TOTAL 


'* THE SCHEDULE FOR THIS ALTERNATIVE IS BASED ON CASH FLOW ONLY. IT ASSUMES ADEQUATE STAFFING AND DOES NOT ACCOUNT FOR 
POSSTELE DELAYS RESULTING FROM UNSCHEDULED PROJECTS, PROCESSING TIME OF OUTSIDE AGENCIES, LOCAL NEEDS OR OTHER REQUIREMENTS. 


** TWO FUNDING ISSUES ARE ANTICIPATED, $34 MILLION IN 1988-89 AND #6 MILLION IN 1991-92. THE REPAYMENT PERIOD 
FOR BOTH ISSUES IS ASSUMED AT 20 YEARS WITH AN INTEREST RATE OF 8.5% AND A 2.5% DISCOUNT RATE. 


C1] ALTHOUGH POTENTIAL FLOOD DAMAGE FOR THIS CREEK HAS BEEN IDENTIFIED, THE FULL PROJECT COST HAS NOT YET BEEN ESTIMATED. 


N7A NO FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION FOR THIS PROJECT. 
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SENS/RATES/NC. Or 


TARLE 23 


LPI Be em 
PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 
WITH NEW BENEFIT ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 
BAU = $25, PAY-AS-YOU-GO FINANCING 
fr 
NORTH CENTRAL ZONE 
ESTIMATED 1% ACCUMULATED 
ESTINATE OF YEAR OF FLOOD DAMAGE 1% FLD DMG 
DISTRCT COSTS PROJECT REDUCTION REDUCTION 
FACILITY (JUNE ‘85 $’S) COMPLETION* (JUNE ’86 #’S) (JUNE ‘85 #’S) 


SARATOGA CREEK, CAGRILLO/LAWRENCE $2, 698, 000 1988 $54,500,000 $54,500,000 
CALAEAZAS CREEK $19,419,000 1992 $14,400,000 $48,700,000 
SUNNYVALE EAST $5,030,000 1993 $5,000,000 $73,900,000 
SARATOGA CREEK, PROSPECT/4TH ST #533, 000 1992 $450,000 $74,350,000 
PROSPECT CREEK $210,000 1992 #60, 000 $74,410,000 
SAN TOMAS CREEK, POLLARD/CANON DR $1,050,000 1992 $406,000 $74,814,000 
WEL DCAT CREEK $945,000 1993 $30,000 $74, 846,000 
MISC BRIDGES (CALABAZAS, SAN TOMAS) #3, 500,000 1994 $100,000 $74,944,000 
DEERIS BASING (CALABAZAS, SAN TOMAS) #5,000,000 1995 N/A $74,944, 000 
SAN TOMAS CREEK, CAGRILLO/WILLIAMS: 

STAGE 1 $14,200,000 1998 

STAGE 2 $16,200,000 2001 

STAGE 3 $14,200,000 2005 

STAGE 4 OF 4 $16,200,000 2010 $50,000,000 124,944,000 


TOTAL $97,185,000 


* THE SCHEDULE FOR THIS ALTERNATIVE IS BASED ON CASH FLOW ONLY. IT ASSUMES ADEQUATE STAFFING AND DOES NOT ACCOUNT FOR 
PROCESSING TIME OF OUTSIDE 


POSSIBLE DELAYS RESULTING FROM UNSCHEDULED PROJECTS, 


N/A NO FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION POTENTIAL FOR THIS PROJECT. 


AGENCIES, 


LOCAL 


NEEDS OR OTHER REQUIREMENTS. 


9S 


ACCUMULATED 
1% FLD DMG 
REDUCTION 


$107,400, 000 
$149, 700, 000 
$182,900, 000 


$182, 720,000 


SENS/RATES/C. ar: TABLE 24 
PITI Bn 
PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 
WITH NEW BENEFIT ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 
EAU = $40, PAY AS YOU GO FINANCING 
f 
CENTRAL ZONE 
ESTIMATED 1% 
ESTIMATE OF YEAR OF FLOOD DAMAGE 
DISTRCT COSTS PROJECT REDUCTION 
FACILITY (JUNE '84 $°S)  COMPLETIGN* (JUNE ‘84 $’°S) (JUNE °84 #'S) 
COYOTE CREEK - CONTRIBUTION $2,948,000 (13 1987 N/A 
GUADALUPE RIVER: 
GULD STREET ERIDGE $970, 000 1987 N/A 
HEDDING STREET BRIDGE $919,000 1988 N/A 
HETCH HETCHY CROSSING $1,300,000 1987 N/A 
HIGHWAY 17/FWY 280 (CORPS) $8,445,000 [2] 1993 $107,400,000 
FWY 280/ELOSSOM HILL ROAD $55,913, 000 1996 $62, 300, 000 
ROSS CREEK $4,830,000 1995 $13,200,000 
RANDOL CREEK $432,000 1996 $20,000 
LOS GATOS CREEK $11,204,000 1995 $5,300,000 


TOTAL $188, 220,000 


* THE SCHEDULE FOR THIS ALTERNATIVE IS BASED ON CASH FLOW ONLY. 
POSSTBLE DELAYS RESULTING FROM UNSCHEDULED PROJECTS, 


JOUNT PROJECT WITH THE EAST FLOOD CONTROL 


IN ADDITION TO DISTRICT SHARE OF FEDERAL PROJECT, 
FOR BOX EYPASS IN THE VICINITY OF PARK AVE. 
N/A 


NO POTENTIAL FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION ASSOCIATED WITH THESE PROJECTS. 


$188, 220,000 


IT ASSUMES ADEQUATE STAFFING AND DOES NOT ACCOUNT FOR 
PROCESSING TIME OF OUTSIDE AGENCIES, 


LOCAL MEEDS OR OTHER REQUIREMENTS. 


ZONE ON LOWER COYOTE CREEK FROM THE EBAY TO MONTAGUE EXPRESSWAY. 


INCLUDES DISTRICT SHARE OF JOINT PROJECT WITH CITY OF SAN JOSE 


LS 


SERS ATES /E. oe 
IST IBE 


FACTIITY 
uRI Gi EY “FORD DITCH 
LAKE CUNNINGHAM AGREEMENT 
LOWER SULVER CREEK (SCS) 
BERRYESSA CREEK CCORPS) 
COYOTE CREEK: 

BAY /MONTAGUE 

MONTAGUE /EAY SHORE 

PAYSHORE /ME TCALF 
FISHER CREEK, BAILY/TILTON 
SOUTH BABE CREEN 


LOS COCHES CREEK 


COYOTE CREEK, METCALF /ANDERSON DAM 


CALERA CREEK 
THOMPSON CREEK 


YEREA BUENA CREEK 


UPPER PENITENCIA CREEK (SCS) 


TOTAL 


PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION 
WITH HEW BENEFIT ASSESSNENT PROGRAM 
PAY 49 YOU GO FINANCING 


EAU = #40, 


ESTIMATE OF 
DISTRCOT COSTS 


(JUNE '84 $’S) 


$1,300,000 
$972,000 
$571,000 


$1,000,000 


$21,345,000 
$11,370,000 
$18,720,000 
$19,050, 000 
$4,060,000 
$5,560,000 
#15, 085, 000 
$920,000 
$3,440,000 


$420,000 


$900, 000 


960 


POSSIBLE DELAYS RESULTING FROM UNSCHEDULED PROJECTS, 


M/A NO REDUCTION OF POTENTTAL 


EAST ZONE 


YEAR OF 
PROUGECT 


COMPLETION® (JUNE ’85 


SCHEDULE 


ESTIMATED 1% 
FLOOD DAMAGE 
REDUCTION 


Yes 


1989 


Lego 


19970 


i991 


1992 


1994 


1995 


1995 


1994 


1994 


1999 


$4,000, 000 
NG 
$30,500,000 


$59,000,000 


$65, 900,009 
$18, 700,006 
#20, 200,090 
$1,700,000 
$3,000,000 
$800,000 
$2,800, 000 
$600, 000 
$30,000 


Nea 


$4B, 600, 000 


* THE SCHEDULE FOR THIS ALTERNATIVE IS BASED ON CASH FLOW ONLY. TT ASSUMES ADEQUATE 


ACCUMUL ATER 
1 DG 
RE DUET LOM 


3) (UUM TOG BOS 


900, 000 


wil 
64, 
$4, ONO, O00 


#34, 500,000 


$87,500, 000 


BLES, FOO, GO 
$1iVS, 300,000 
BLP OO, 000 
BIC 4, 200,000 
BLE, Foo, Ga 
$159,000, 079 
FOOD SOO, OOO 
#201,400, 000 
B01, 470,000 
#201, 799,000 


BOY , O30, Oey 


STAPFING AMD DOES 


PROCESSING TIME OF OUTSIDE AGENCIES, TOCAL 


FLOOD DAMAGE ASSOCIATED WITH THESE PROJECTS. 


y 


HEEDS OR 


NOT ARLIHIN | 


OVHER 


Oe 


REGQUTRI MP Tt: 


8S 


SENS/RATES/S. ar TABLE 2&6 


FIVER 
PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 
WITH NEW BENEFIT ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 
BAU = $40, PAY AS YOU GO FINANCING 
SOUTH ZONE 
ESTIMATED 1% ACCUMULATED 
ESTIMATE OF YEAR OF FLOOD DAMAGE 1% FLO DMG 
DISTRCT COSTS PROJECT REDUCTION REDUCTION 
FACILITY (JUNE '84 #/S)  COMPLETION* (JUNE ‘84 #’S) (JUNE ‘84 $’S) 
UYAS CREEK (CORPS) $3,900,000 [1] 1989 «$19,653,000 «$19, 453,000 
LLAGAS CREEK (SCS) £20,800,000 C13 1992 $9,550,000 £29, 203,000 
TENNANT-CORRALITOS CREEKS, INTERIM $500, 000 1993 $25, 000 £29, 228, 000 
JONES CREEK $492,000 1993 $5,000 $29,233,000 
W LITTLE LLAGAS CREEK, WRIGHT/LLAGAS AV $500, 000 1993 ? ? 
UVAS ~ CARNADERO CREEK: 
PAJARO RIVER/HIGHWAY 101 $5,000,000 1998 ? ? 
HIGHWAY 101/THOMAS ROAD $2,000,000 2001 ° ? 
WW ERANCH LLAGAS CREEK, DAY/FITZGERALD $750,000 2002 z 7 
DEXTER CREEK, JONES/PACHECO HUY $500,000 2002 7 ? 
LLAGAS CREEK, SANTA TERESA/CHESERO DAM $2,000,000 2005 ? ? 
TENNANT-CORRALITOS CREEKS, PHASE 2 $7,000,000 2014 $41,000 $29, 274,000 
TOTAL $44,442,000 [23 $29,274,000 + 


* THE SCHEDULE FOR THIS ALTERNATIVE IS BASED ON CASH FLOW ONLY. IT ASSUMES ADEQUATE STAFFING AND DOES NOT ACCOUNT FOR 
POSSIBLE DELAYS RESULTING FROM UNSCHEDULED PROJECTS, PROCESSING TIME OF OUTSIDE AGENCIES, LOCAL NEEDS OR OTHER REQUIREMENTS. 


& UNKNOWN. 
Ci] THIS IS THE COST OF THE LOCAL SHARE OF THE FEDERAL PROJECT AND IS SUBJECT TO 100% REIMBURSEMENT FROM THE 
STATE’S SUEVENTION PROGRAM. INTEREST FOR ANY LOANS TO PROVIDE FRONT MONEY FOR CONSTRUCTION WOULD NOT BE 
ELIGIBLE FOR REIMBURSEMENT FROM THE STATE. 


[C27 INCLUDES $24,700,000 THAT WILL BE SUBJECT TO 100% REIMBURSEMENT FROM THE STATE. 


Normal Maintenance Requirements 


The proposed accelerated construction programs will result in completion of many 
projects earlier than under the District's present program. Consequently, to maintain 
these new facilities at the accelerated rate it will be necessary to increase the regular 
maintenance programs greater than the 10% annual increase now used. What that 
increase should be, however, was not studied in detail for this report. Preliminary 
indications are that with increased assessment rates there will be sufficient flexibility to 
meet the increased regular maintenance needs. Once the sunset provision discontinues 
the benefit assessment program, maintenance will be completely reliant on the District's 
tax revenues. 

Storm Damage 

New assessment rates should have the flexibility to provide income that would 
recover the costs associated with major storm damage to District facilities. A provision 
should be made to allow an increase in assessment rates in a given zone that would 
recover soe damage repair costs over a one or two-year period following Governor or 
President-declared storm disasters. 

Human Resources Requirements 

A preliminary discussion of the human resource requirements in terms of staff and 
consultant services required to implement an accelerated construction program is 
presented in the following section, "Getting the Work Done". 

Implementation 

In order to implement a new benefit assessment program on a zone by zone basis, 
it will be necessary to hold an election in each zone. This will require that the County 
Registrar of Voters complete his efforts in spliting precincts and that the Board file 
election statements with the Registrar, all by August 8, 1986, to qualify for the 
November 4, 1986 election. A majority of the votes cast is required to implement the 
program in each zone. A schedule of steps to implement such a program is presented at 


the end of this report. 
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Comparison With Current Program 


Figure 3 demonstrates how, under the proposed assessment program, the various 
zones would be able to construct needed flood control projects in a more timely manner 
(5 to 19 years sooner) than under the current benefit assessment program. Figure 4 
compares the relative size and allocation of the present and proposed program operating 
budgets. 

Completion of Construction 

Table 27 shows a comparison of construction possible under present revenues 
versus under the proposed program for each zone. The table also shows the impact of 
federal versus local funding of identified potential federal flood control projects on the 
long-term construction program. For example, the East Zone projects would be only 39% 
completed by the year 2000 under today's revenues but without federal assistance, and 
56% completed if anticipated federal assistance materializes. With the proposed 
inereased revenues, 73% of needed construction could be achieved by the year 2000 


without federal assistance and 91% could be achieved with such assistance. 
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FIGURE 3 


CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULES COMPARED 


YEAR ALL IDENTIFIED FRESHWATER FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS COMPLETED 
1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 


NORTHWEST ZONE ee ee ee ee ae ee ee ee 
CURRENT PROGRAM ee 
PROPOSED PROGRAM PETE EET EE TET TS 2010 


($40 BAU/$45 M BONDS) 


NORTH CENTRAL ZONE ——+—} 
CURRENT PROGRAM ee eee 2015 
SG Ses WE Cae 
PROPOSED PROGRAM PR WA aie TOMAS Soo 
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CENTRAL ZONE 
CURRENT PROGRAM on a a YY, 2002 
PROPOSED PROGRAM PT 
($40 BAU) 
EAST ZONE ani. a 
CURRENT PROGRAM a YYW WM 00 
PROPOSED PROGRAM WU, WV UW, I) OS 2005 


SOUTH ZONE ae ee 
CURRENT PROGRAM WWW WWMM EMM a TM? 
aaa IE LE 


propose procran — MATA LLL 


* THE COMPLETION DATES ARE SHOWN FOR IDENTIFIED, PRIORITIZED PROJECTS. 
THERE ARE ALSO MANY OTHER PROJECTS IN THE SOUTH ZONE WHICH HAVE NOT 
BEEN PRIORITIZED NOR INCLUDED IN THE CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE. 

THUS, THE COMPLETION DATES FOR THE SOUTH ZONE PROJECTS ARE UNKNOWN. 


FIGURE 4 


COMPARISON OF SIZE AND ALLOCATION OF 
TOTAL ANNUAL OPERATING BUDGETS 


CONSTRUCTION 


AVAILABLE FOR : 
INCREASED PAY-AS-YOU GO 
CONSTRUCTION INCREASED DEBT SERVICE 


a INCREASED ROUTINE MAINTENANCE 
bt (PAY-AS-YOU-GO ONLY) 


OTHER * OTHER * 


EXISTING BENEFIT PROPOSED BENEFIT 
ASSESSMENT PROGRAM ASSESSMENT PROGRAM ('87-'88) 


% OTHER INCLUDES PLANNING, OPERATIONS, ADMINISTRATION AND EXISTING DEBT SERVICE. 


TABLE 27 


PERCENTAGE OF FLOOD CONTROL CONSTRUCTION 
COMPLETED THROUGH THE YEAR 2000 
(From Remaining 1986 levels) 


With Existing Revenues Y With Proposed Revenues 
With Fed.2/ Without Fed. With Fed Without Fed. 
Projects Projects Projects Projects 
% 9% % % 
Northwest 30 30 72 72 
North Central 100 3/ 100 3/ 100 3/ 100 3/ 
Central 91 68 100 77 
East 56 39 91 73 
South 70 0 83 12 
Combined Zones 67 45 90 68 


1/ Assumes continuation of current benefit assessment program after 1991, projected 
taxes, interest and miscellaneous sources of income. 


2/ Federal projects are: Guadalupe River, Lower Silver Creek, Upper Penitencia Creek, 
Berryessa Creek, Llagas Creek and Uvas Creek. Presently, there are no federal projects 
in the NW and NC Zones. 


3/ Enlargement of the San Tomas Aquino Creek box culvert is not included in the 


construction achieved by the year 2000. However, the proposed North Central Zone rate 
ceiling would accelerate other North Central Zone projects by six years. 
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GETTING THE WORK DONE 


Under the proposed benefit assessment program, the average annual construction 
expenditures for the combined zones would increase from $8 million per year to nearly 
$21 million per year (plus any debt financed expenditures). Adequate human resources, in 
the form of additional District staff and/or additional consultant services, will be 
required to perform the increased predesign, design, contract administration, 
construction inspection and related services that the accelerated program would 
require. To the extent that the November elections are successful it is estimated that 
the District Flood Control Unit would have to increase its staff by between twenty and 
thirty positions and increase its reliance on consultant services. Figure 5 shows how the 
workload for predesign and design could be split between District staff and consultants. 
Immediately following the election, specific reeommendations will be made to the Board 


regarding staffing needs. 


Recommendation 
It is reeommended as follows: 

a. Utilize consultants for predesign of those projects deemed by staff to lend 
themselves to consultant contracts (tentatively, Adobe Creek, Permanente Creek, Hale 
Creek, Saratoga Creek, Sunnyvale East Channel and Prospect Creek). 

b. Immediately following a successful election in November 1986, staff will 


make recommendations to the Board on staffing requirements. 
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FIGURE 5 


PROJECT STAFFING AND SCHEDULING UNDER PROPOSED PROGRAM 


(WHERE NOT OTHERWISE INDICATED, DISTRICT STAFF ARE UTILIZED) 


CONSTRUCT 
ZONE/PROJECT 86-87 | 87-88 | 88-89 |} 89-90 |; 90-91 | 91-Ge 93-94 | 94-95 | 95-96 | 96-97 | 97-98 |} 98-959 |; 99-00 
2000 


NORTHWEST ZONE 
ADOBE CREEK (D/S EL CAMINO) 
ADOBE CREEK (U/S EL CAMINO) 
MATADERO CREEK 
BARRON CREEK 
PERMANENTE CREEK (VILLA-HALE) 
HALE CREEK 

PERMANENTE DIVERSION 
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NORTH CENTRAL ZONE 
«SARATOGA CREEK 
CALABAZAS CREEK (0/S MILLEA) 
CALABAZAS CREEK (U/S MILLEA) 
SUNNYVALE EAST 
SAN TOMAS CREEK 
PROSPECT CREEK 
WILOCAT CREEK 
DEBRIS BASINS 
MISC. BRIDGES 


CENTRAL ZONE 
GUADALUPE RIVER 
ROSS CREEK 

LOS GATOS CREEK 
RANDOL CREEK 


EAST ZONE 
COYOTE CREEK (0/S MONTAGUE) 
COYOTE CREEK (U/S MONTAGUE) 
FISHER CREEK 
SOUTH BABB CREEK 
LOS COCHES CREEK 
CALERA CREEK 

THOMPSON CREEK 

YEABA BUENA CREEK 
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SOUTH ZONE 
LLAGAS CREEK (BRIDGES) 
UVAS CREEK (BRIDGES) 
TENNANT-CORRALITOS CREEK 
JONES CREEK 
WEST LITTLE LLAGAS CREEK 
UVAS CREEK (0/S HWY. 104) 

OTHER CREEKS 


a ee Ga 


(Z7777A PLANNING DESIGN C = CONSULTANT $ = CONTRACT AWARDED 
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July 1986 


July 1986 


Aug. 8, 1986 


Aug. 18, 1986 


Aug. 28, 1986 


Nov. 4, 1986 


December 1986 


June 1987 


July 1987 


January 1988 
February 1988 
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SCHEDULE TO IMPLEMENT PROPOSED PROGRAM 


Staff report to Board addressing feasibility of accelerating projects, 
recommending preliminary benefit assessment rate ceilings, 
describing applicability of bonds or other debt financing and 
indicating possible staffing needs. 

Board adopts Resolutions required to hold November election (see 
Appendix for draft resolution and ballot statesments). 

Last day to file election resolution with Clerk of the Board of 
Supervisors. (See Appendix for preliminary draft of proposed 
resolutions and ballot statements.) 

Last day to file arguments in favor of measures with Registrar of 
Voters. 

Last day to file rebuttals with Registrar of Voters. Nov. 4, 1866 
Election. 

Election. 

Staff presents report outlining staffing needs to meet new 
construction schedule. 

Staff presents final recommendations of 1987-88 benefit assessment 
rates. 

Rate hearings, Board sets 1987-88 benefit assessment rates. 

First new revenues received. 

Begin preparation for bond sale in Northwest Zone; continue 
acceleration of projects in other zones using pay-as-you-go financing; 
continue to evaluate applicability of bond financing in other zones; 


continue to evaluate staffing needs to meet schedule. 
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APPENDIX 
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SAMPLE MEASURE FOR 


NOVEMBER 4, 1986 BALLOT 


MEASURE 


SHALL SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT REPLACE ITS CURRENT 
PROGRAM OF BENEFIT ASSESSMENTS FOR FLOOD PROTECTION IN THE 
FLOOD CONTROL ZONE BY CONDITIONS STATED IN DISTRICT 


RESOLUTION NO. 86- ? 
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RESOLUTION NO. 86- 


CALLING A SPECIAL ELECTION 
TO BE HELD IN FLOOD CONTROL ZONE 
OF SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 
ON November 4, 1986; 

REQUESTING SERVICES OF REGISTRAR OF VOTERS; 
REQUESTING CONSOLIDATION OF ELECTIONS 
AND SPECIF YING CERTAIN PROCEDURES 
FOR THE CONSOLIDATED ELECTION 


RESOLVED, by the Board of Directors of Santa Clara Valley Water District, as 
follows: 


FIRST: A special election is hereby called to be held in Flood Control Zone 
Number , as established and existing within said District, which election is 
to be consolidated with the general election to be held on Tuesday, November 4, 1986, to 
submit to the qualified electors of said flood control zone the following question: 


Shall Santa Clara Valley Water District replace its current program of benefit 
assessments for flood protection in the Flood Control Zone by 
conditions stated in District Resolution No. 86 - ? 


SECOND: The Registrar of Voters is requested to give notice of said election in 
accordance with law and to perform all other acts which are required for the holding and 
conducting of said election. 


THIRD: The Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa Clara is hereby 
requested to order the consolidation of the special district election with the primary 
election to be held on Tuesday, November 4, 1986, insofar as the specified Flood Control 
Zone is concerned, and to provide that within the territory affected by said order of 
consolidation the election precincts, polling places, and voting booths shall in every case 
be the same, and that there shall be only one set of election officers in each of said 
precincts; and to further provide that the question set forth above shall be set forth in 
each form of ballot to be used at said election insofar as the same is held within said 
Flood Control Zone. Said Board of Supervisors is further requested to order the 
Registrar of Voters (a) to set forth on all sample ballots relating to said consolidated 
elections, to be mailed to the qualified electors of Flood Control Zone , the 
question set forth above and (b) to provide absent voter ballots for said primary election 
and said special district election, consolidated therewith for use by qualified electors of 
said Flood Control Zone who are entitled thereto, in the manner provided by law. 


FOURTH: The Registrar of Voters is hereby authorized and requested to canvass, 
or cause to be canvassed, as provided by law, the returns of said special district election 
with respect to the votes cast for and against said question and to certify such canvass of 
the votes cast to the Board of Directors of Santa Clara Valley Water District. 


FIFTH: The Clerk of this Board is hereby authorized and directed to certify to 
the due adoption of this resolution and to transmit a copy hereof so certified to the 
Board of Supervisors of Santa Clara County and to file a copy hereof so certified with 
the Registrar of Voters of the County. 
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PASSED AND ADOPTED this day of , 1986 by the 
following vote: 


AYES: Directors 
NOES: Directors 


ABSENT: Directors 


SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 


By: 


Chairman of the Board of Directors 


ATTEST: SUSAN A. PINO 


Clerk of the Board of Directors 
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RESOLUTION NO. 86- 


PROVIDING FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT AND LEVY OF BENEFIT ASSESSMENTS 
TO PAY THE COST OF FLOOD CONTROL SERVICES IN FLOOD CONTROL ZONES OF 
SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 
SUBJECT, NEVERTHELESS, TO SPECIFIED LIMITS AND CONDITIONS 


WHEREAS, the District maintains a flood protection system of levees, channels, 
drains, debris basins and other improvements upon which the lives and property of 
Distriet residents depend, which said improvements must be kept in a safe and effective 


condition; and 


WHEREAS, the California State Legislature has authorized the District to levy an 
assessment on each parcel of property within the District or any zone or zones thereof 
upon receiving the approving vote of a majority of the electorate of the District or of 
any zone or zones therein; and 


WHEREAS, the purpose of the benefit assessment is to supplement other available 
but limited revenues to keep said improvements in a safe and effective condition, to 
enable the District to respond to emergencies, to perform maintenance and repair and to 
construct flood control and storm drainage facilities; now, therefore, 


BE IT RESOLVED, by the Board of Directors of Santa Clara Valley Water District 
as follows: . 


FIRST: The Board hereby finds that since (a) flood control services are made 
necessary by stormwater runoff, and (b) the lands from which such runoff derives are 
benefited by provision of a means of disposition which alleviates or ends the damage to 
other lands affected thereby, the most proper and equitable basis on which to levy the 
assessments is in proportion to the stormwater runoff attributable to the area and land 
use of each parcel assessed as such parcel is shown on the latest tax rolls. 


SECOND: A special District Election will be called on the proposition of such 
levy of benefit assessments. 


THIRD: In flood control zones of the District in which a majority of the electors 
in the zone voting at such election shall favor the proposition, the current benefit 
assessment program pursuant to Resolution No. 81-43 shall be replaced by the assessment 
program as authorized by this resolution and in its place the following program shall be 
instituted: 


A. The General Manager of the District is directed to cause a written report to 
be prepared for each fiscal year for which a flood control benefit assessment is to be 
levied and to file and record the same, all as required by governing law. Said report shall 
contain a description of each parcel of real property in each established flood control 
zone of the District in which an assessment is to be levied and the amount of the 
assessment for each such parcel and shall contain separate estimates for each such zone 
of the cost, not otherwise offset by other available revenue, of providing flood control 
services therein during the ensuing fiscal year. 


B. Upon receiving and filing the report the Clerk of the Board shall fix a time, 


date and place for a hearing on the report, preceded by notice published pursuant to 
Section 6066 of the California Government Code and by posting at least three copies of 
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the notice in each established flood control zone of the District in which an assessment is 
to be levied. 


C. The Board shall hear the matter as scheduled, or as postponed or duly 
continued. At the hearing, the Board shall hear and consider all protests. At the 
conclusion of the hearing, the Board may adopt, revise, change, reduce, or modify any 
assessment and shall make its determination upon each assessment described in the 
report and thereafter, by resolution, shall confirm the assessments. Such confirming 
resolution shall be adopted no later than August 1 in the fiscal year during which the 
assessment is to be levied and collected. . 


D. Thereafter the General Manager may cause the assessments to be corrected in 
the same manner as assessor's or assessee's errors may be corrected but based only upon 


any or all of the following: 


1. changes or corrections in ownership of a parcel; 

2. changes or corrections of address of an owner of a parcel; 

3. subdivision of an existing parcel; 

4. changes or corrections in the use of all or part of a parcel; 

5. changes or corrections in the computation of the area of a parcel; 

6. as to railroad, gas, water, telephone, cable television, electric utility right 


of way, electric line right of way or other utility right of way properties, changes or 
corrections with respect to the amount of benefit received from the flood control 


services rendered. 


Changes and corrections must be made within four years of the date of the 
resolution confirming the assessment and are not valid unless and until approved by the 


Board. 


E. The Clerk of the Board shall immediately file certified copies of the final 
determination of assessments and confirming resolution with the Auditor-Controller of 
the County of Santa Clara and shall immediately record with the County Recorder of 
said County a certified copy of the resolution confirming the assessments. 


F. The benefit assessment for each parcel set forth in the final determination by 
the Board shall appear as a separate item on the tax bill and shall be levied and collected 
at the same time and in the same manner as the general tax levy for county purposes. 
Upon recordation of the resolution confirming the assessment such assessment shall be a 


lien upon the real property affected thereby. 


G. Failure to meet the time limits set forth in this resolution for whatever reason 
shall not invalidate any benefit assessment levied hereunder. 


H. No flood control benefit assessment shall be imposed upon a federal or state or 
local governmental agency. With said exception, a flood control benefit assessment is 
levied on each parcel of real property in each established zone of the District subject to 
this resolution for the purposes stated in the report and in this resolution. Except for the 
minimum assessment as hereinafter indicated, the assessment for each parcel of real 
property in each such zone is computed by determining its area (in acres or fractions 
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thereof) and land use category (as hereinafter defined) and then multiplying the area by 
the assessment rate applicable to land in such land use category. A minimum assessment 
may be levied on each parcel of real property having a land area up to 0.25 acre for 
Groups A, B and C and up to 10 acres for Groups D and E. 


I. Land use categories for each parcel of land in the District are defined and 
established as follows: . 


Group A: Land used for commercial or industrial purposes. 
Group B: Land used for institutional purposes such as churches and 
schools or multiple dwelling in excess of four units. 


Group C: (1) Land used for dwellings containing not more than four units. 
(2) The first 0.25 acre of a parcel of land used for single family 
residential purposes. 


Group D: (1) Disturbed agricultural land, including irrigated land, 
orchards, dairies, field crops, golf courses and similar uses. 
(2) The portion of land, if any, in excess of 0.25 acre of a 
parcel used for single family residential purposes. 

Group E: Vacant land, dry farmed, undisturbed, including grazing and 
pasture land, forest and brush land, and saltponds. 


. J. The assessment rates applicable to parcels in the various land uses shall be as 
prescribed by the Board of Directors in each fiscal year (July 1 through June 30) 
beginning with fiscal year 1987-88 following the annual report and public hearing 
thereon, all as stated above and as required by law; provided, that the basic assessment 
unit (single family residential parcel) shall not exceed a limit of $40.00, in the 
Northwest, Central, East, and South Flood Control Zones, and $25.00 in the North 
Central Flood Control Zone, as adjusted by the percentage increases of the San 
Francisco-Oakland Consumer Price Index for all Urban Consumers in the year or years 
since June 30, 1987; provided, however, that a rate may be increased by up to two 
percent (2%) in any year; and provided, further, that in any period, not exceeding two 
years, immediately following a year in which the Governor of the State of California or 
the President of the United States has declared an area of any zone or zones of the 
District to be a disaster area by reason of flooding, then to the extent of the cost of 
repair of District facilities damaged by such flooding, such limits shall not apply to such 
zone or zones; and provided, further, that benefit assessments shall not be levied in any 
zone beyond June 30, 2000 except for a zone or zones in which debt has been duly 
authorized and incurred which depends on benefit assessments for service and in that 
event assessments may be levied for but not beyond the period for which such debt 


obligation is outstanding. 
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PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of Santa Clara Valley Water 


District this day of 
AYES: Directors 
NOES: Directors 


ABSENT: Directors 


ATTEST: SUSAN A. PINO 


Clerk of the Board of Directors 
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, 1986, by the following vote: 


SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 


By: 
Chairman of the Board of Directors 


* 


ADDENDUM INFORMATION 
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BENEFIT ASSESSMENT ELECTION MEASURE, 1986 


General Analvsis 


A "YES" vote on this measure in a flood control zone of the Santa Clara Valley 
Water District would authorize the district to continue the present procedure of levying 
benefit assessments to provide flood control services within that flood control zone, with 
changes summarized below. 


A "NO" vote on this measure is a vote against the proposed changes in the present 
procedure to provide flood control services within the affected flood control zones. 


_ Detailed Analysis 


Pursuant to state law enacted in 1979, districts having flood control responsibility 
are authorized to levy assessments on real property, based on the estimated benefits of 
‘flood control services to that property. State law specifically authorizes those benefits 
to be measured by proportionate shares of stormwater runoff from each parcel. 


Acting under that authorization and a favorable popular vote in 1982, the Santa 
.Clara Valley Water District established and levied a benefit assessment on real property 
in the five flood control zones of the district. Benefits from flood control services are 
measured by the share of stormwater runoff; the assessments, therefore, vary with the 
use of the land and size of the property. The assessment for a single-family residential 
property of one-quarter acre or less was initially set at $11.56 per year. The present 
assessments cannot increase by more than 2% per year and the program expires in 1991 

unless another election authorizes continuation. 


The changes now proposed are set out in four District Resolutions numbered 
86-54, 86-55, 86-56, and 86-57. These provide that in a zone in which a majority of the 
electors favor the proposition, the present procedure will be replaced. The proposed 
changes are summarized as follows: ; 

1. © The assessment for a single-family residential property of one-quarter acre or 
less (the basic unit charge) may not exceed $40.00 in the Northwest and South Flood 
Control Zones and $25.00 in the Central and East Flood Control Zones. That limit cannot 
increase beyond the San Francisco—-Oakland Consumer Price Index. 


2. If the Governor or the President declares a zone to be within a flood disaster 
area, the limit may be increased but only to the extent necessary to cover the cost of 
repairing flood-damaged flood control works of the district in that zone, within not more 
than two years. ale 

3. The benefit assessment program ends on June 30, 2000 unless a zone has 
incurred a flood control financing obligation and the assessments are pledged to pay the 
debt. In that case, the program may continue until the debt is paid; provided, that no 
such debt may be incurred after June 30, 1995, and also provided that after 2000 the 
district cannot assess more than necessary to cover the annual debt payments. 


8:6:86 MMteed {tiles = 
General Counsel 


Santa Clara Valley Water District 
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RESOLUTION NO. 86- 54 


PROVIDING FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT AND LEVY OF BENEFIT ASSESSMENTS 
TO PAY THE COST OF FLOOD CONTROL SERVICES IN THE 
NORTHWEST FLOOD CONTROL ZONE OF 
SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 
SUBJECT, NEVERTHELESS, TO SPECIFIED LIMITS AND CONDITIONS 


WHEREAS, the District maintains a flood protection system of levees, channels, 
drains, debris basins and other improvements upon which the lives and property of 
District residents depend, which said improvements must be kept in a safe and effective 
condition; and 


WHEREAS, the California State Legislature has authorized the District to levy an 
assessment on each parcel of property within the District or any zone or zones thereof 
upon receiving the approving vote of a majority of the electorate of the District or of 
any zone or zones therein; and 


WHEREAS, the purpose of the benefit assessment is to supplement other available 
but limited revenues to keep said improvements in a safe and effective condition, to 
enable the District to respond to emergencies, to perform maintenance and repair and to 
construct flood control and storm drainage facilities; now, therefore, 


BE IT RESOLVED, by the Board of Directors of Santa Clara Valley Water District 
as follows: 


FIRST: The Board hereby finds that since (a) flood control services are made 
necessary by stormwater runoff, and (b) the lands from which such runoff derives are 
benefited by provision of a means of disposition which alleviates or ends the damage to 
other lands affected thereby, the most proper and equitable basis on which to levy the 
assessments is in proportion to the stormwater runoff attributable to the area and land 
use of each parcel assessed as such parcel is shown on the latest tax rolls. 


SECOND: A special District Election will be called in the Northwest zone on the 
proposition of such levy of benefit assessments. 


THIRD: If a majority of the electors in the zone voting at such election shall 
favor the proposition, the current benefit assessment program pursuant to Resolution 
No. 81-43 shall be replaced by the assessment program as authorized by this resolution 
and in its place the following program shall be instituted in said zone: 


A. The General Manager of the District is directed to cause a written report to 
be prepared for each fiscal year for which a flood control benefit assessment is to be 
levied and to file and record the same, all as required by governing law. Said report shall 
contain a description of each parcel of real property in each established flood control 
zone of the District in which an assessment is to be levied and the amount of the 
assessment for each such parcel and shall contain separate estimates for each such zone 
of the cost, not otherwise offset by other available revenue, of providing flood control 
services therein during the ensuing fiseal year. 


B. Upon receiving and filing the report the Clerk of the Board shall fix a time, 


date and place for a hearing on the report, preceded by notice published pursuant to 
Section 6066 of the California Government Code and by posting at least three copies of 
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the notice in each established flood control zone of the District in which an assessment is 


to be levied. : 


C. The Board shall hear the matter as scheduled, or as postponed or duly 
continued. At the hearing, the Board shall hear and consider all protests. At the 
conclusion of the hearing, the Board may adopt, revise, change, reduce, or modify any 
assessment and shall make its determination upon each assessment described in the 
report and thereafter, by resolution, shall confirm the assessments. Such confirming 
resolution shall be adopted no later than August 1 in the fiscal year during which the 
assessment is to be levied and collected, 


D. Thereafter the General Manager may cause the assessments to be corrected in 
the same manner as assessor's or assessee's errors may be corrected but based only upon 
any or all of the following: 


Ly changes or corrections in ownership of a parcel; 

2. changes or corrections of address of an owner of a parcel; 

3. subdivision of an existing parcel; 

4. changes or corrections in the use of all or part of a parcel; 

5. changes or corrections in the computation of the area of a parcel; 

6. as to railroad, gas, water, telephone, cable television, electric utility right 


of way, electric line right of way or other utility right of way properties, changes or 
corrections with respect to the amount of benefit received from the flood control 
services rendered. 


Changes and corrections must be made within four years of the date of the 
resolution confirming the assessment and are not valid unless and until approved by the 
Board. 


E. The Clerk of the Board shall immediately file certified copies of the final 
determination of assessments and confirming resolution with the Auditor-Controller of 
the County of Santa Clara and shall immediately record with the County Recorder of 
said County a certified copy of the resolution confirming the assessments. 


F. The benefit assessment for each parcel set forth in the final determination by 
the Board shall appear as a separate item on the tax bill and shall be levied and collected 
at the same time and in the same manner as the general tax levy for county purposes. 
Upon recordation of the resolution confirming the assessment such assessment shall be a 
lien upon the real property affected thereby. 


G. Failure to meet the time limits set forth in this resolution for whatever reason 
shall not invalidate any benefit assessment levied hereunder. 


H. No flood control benefit assessment shall be imposed upon a federal or state or 
local governmental agency. With said exception, a flood control benefit assessment is 
levied on each parcel of real property in said zone of the District subject to this 
resolution for the purposes stated in the report and in this resolution. Except for the 
minimum assessment as hereinafter indicated, the assessment for each parcel of real 
property in each such zone is computed by determining its area (in acres or fractions 
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thereof) and land use category (as hereinafter defined) and then multiplying the area by 
the assessment rate applicable to landinsuch land use category. A minimum assessment 
may be levied on each parcel of real property having a land area up to 0.25 acre for 
Groups A, B andC and up to 10 acres for Groups D and E. 


I. Land use categories for each parcel of land in the District are defined and 
established as follows: 


Group A: Land used for commercial or industrial purposes. 


Group B: Land used for institutional purposes such as churches and 
schools or multiple dwelling in excess of four units. 


Group C: (1) Land used for dwellings containing not more than four units. 
(2) The first 0.25 acre of a parcel of land used for single family 
residential purposes. 


Group D: (1) Disturbed agricultural land, including irrigated land, 
orchards, dairies, field crops, golf courses and similar uses. 
(2) The portion of land, if any, in excess of 0.25 acre of a 
parcel used for single family residential purposes. 


Group E: Vacant land, dry farmed, undisturbed, including grazing and 
pasture land, forest and brush land, and saltponds, 


J. The assessment rates applicable to parcels in the various land uses shall be as 
prescribed by the Board of Directors in each fiscal year (July 1 through June 30) 
beginning with fiscal year 1987-88 following the annual report and public hearing 
thereon, all as stated above and as required by law; provided that the basic assessment 
unit (single family residential parcel) shall not exceed a limit of $40.00, as adjusted by 
the percentage increases of the San Francisco~-Oakland Consumer Price Index for all 
Urban Consumers in the year or years since June 30, 1987; provided, that in any period, 
not exceeding two years, immediately following a year in which the Governor of the 
State of California or the President of the United States has declared an area of said 
zone to be a disaster area by reason of flooding, then to the extent of the cost of repair 
of District facilities damaged by such flooding, such limits shall not apply to said zone; 
and provided, further, that benefit assessments shall not be levied beyond June 30, 2000 
unless debt or other obligation has been duly authorized and incurred which depends on 
benefit assessments for service andin that event assessments may be levied for but not 
beyond the period for which such debt or other obligation is outstanding, provided, that 
no such debt or other obligation may be incurred after June 30, 1995 and that after June 
30, 2000 benefit assessments may not be levied in amounts in excess of the sums 
necessary to meet the annual requirements of such debt or other obligation. 
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PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of Santa Clara Valley Water 
District this 29th day of July » 1986, by the following vote: : 


J, DONOHUE P. T. FERRARO R, W. GROSS SHUBRE; 


pee eevee J, J. LENIHAN J. PANDIT S, SANCHEZ 


NOES: Directors NONE 
ABSENT: Directors J. JUDGE 
SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 


Chairman of“the Board of Directors 


ATTEST: SUSAN A. PINO 
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RESOLUTION NO. 86-54A 


CALLING A SPECIAL ELECTION 
TO BE HELDIN NORTHWEST FLOOD CONTROL ZONE 
OF SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 
ON November 4, 1986; 

REQUESTING SERVICES OF REGISTRAR OF VOTERS; 
REQUESTING CONSOLIDATION OF ELECTIONS 
AND SPECIF YING CERTAIN PROCEDURES 
FOR THE CONSOLIDATED ELECTION 


RESOLVED, by the Board of Directors of Santa Clara Valley Water District, as 
follows: 


FIRST: A special election is hereby called to be held in Flood Control Zone 
Number One (Northwest), as established and existing within said District, which election 
is to be consolidated with the general election to be held on Tuesday, November 4, 1986, 
to submit to the qualified electors of said flood control zone the following question: 


Shall Santa Clara Valley Water District replace its current program of benefit 
assessments for flood protection in the Northwest Flood Control Zone by conditions 
stated in District Resolution Na 86 - 54? 


SECOND: The Registrar of Voters is requested to give notice of said election in 


accordance with law and to perform all other acts which are required for the holding and 
conducting of said election. 


THIRD: The Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa Clara is hereby 
requested to order the consolidation of the special district election with the primary 
election to be held on Tuesday, November 4, 1986, insofar as the specified Flood Control 
Zone is concerned, and to provide that within the territory affected by said order of 
consolidation the election precincts, polling places, and voting booths shall in every case 
be the same, and that there shall be only one set of election officers in each of said 
precincts; and to further provide that the question set forth above shall be set forth in 
each form of ballot to be used at said election insofar as the same is held within said 
Flood Control Zone. Said Board of Supervisors is further requested to order the 
Registrar of Voters (a) to set forth on all sample ballots relating to said consolidated 
elections, to be mailed to the qualified electors of Flood Control Zone One, the question 
set forth above and (b) to provide absent voter ballots for said primary election andsaid 
special district election, consolidated therewith for use by qualified electors of said 
Flood Control Zone who are entitled thereto, in the manner provided by law. 


FOURTH: The Registrar of Voters is hereby authorized and requested to canvass, 


- or cause to be canvassed, as provided by law, the returns of said special district election 


with respect to the votes cast for and against said question and to certify such canvass of 
the votes cast to the Board of Directors of Santa Clara Valley Water District. 


FIFTH: The Clerk of this Board is hereby authorized and directed to certify to 
the due adoption of this resolution and to transmit a copy hereof so certified to the 
Board of Supervisors of Santa Clara County and to file a copy hereof so certified with 
the Registrar of Voters of the County. 
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PASSED AND ADOPTED this 29th day of 


July » 1986 by the 
C ; following vote: 


AYES: Directors + DONOHUE P. T. FERRARO R, W. GROSS -+-HiB8E 
J, J, LENIHAN J. PANDIT S, SANCHEZ 


NOES: Directors yong 


ABSENT: Directors Q. JUDGE 


Aa ed 


SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 


ATTEST: SUSAN A. PINO 


. 


Clerk of the Board of Directors 
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RESOLUTION NO. 86-55 


PROVIDING FOR THE ESTABLISH MENT AND LEVY OF BENEFIT ASSESSMENTS 
TO PAY THE COST OF FLOOD CONTROL SERVICES IN THE 
CENTRAL FLOOD CONTROL ZONE OF 
SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 
SUBJECT, NEVERTHELESS, TO SPECIFIED LIMITS AND CONDITIONS 


WHEREAS, the District maintains a flood protection system of levees, channels, 
drains, debris basins and other improvements upon which the lives and property of 
District residents depend, which said improvements must be kept in a safe and effective 
condition; and 


WHEREAS, the California State Legislature has authorized the District to levy an 
assessment on each parcel of property within the District or any zone or zones thereof 
upon receiving the approving vote of a majority of the electorate of the District or of 
any zone or zones therein; and 


WHEREAS, the purpose of the benefit assessment is to supplement other available 
but limited revenues to keep said improvements in a safe and effective condition, to 
enable the District to respond to emergencies, to perform maintenance and repair and to 
construct flood control and storm drainage facilities; now, therefore, 


BE IT RESOLVED, by the Board of Directors of Santa Clara Valley Water District 
as follows: 


FIRST: The Board hereby finds that since (a) flood control services are made 
necessary by stormwater runoff, and (b) the lands from which such runoff derives are 
benefited by provision of a means of disposition which alleviates or ends the damage to 
other lands affected thereby, the most proper and equitable basis on which to levy the 
assessments is in proportion to the stormwater runoff attributable to the area and land 
use of each parcel assessed as such parcel is shown on the latest tax rolls. 


SECOND: A special District Election will be called in the Central zone on the 
proposition of such levy of benefit assessments. 


THIRD: If a majority of the electors in the zone voting at such election shall 
favor the proposition, the current benefit assessment program pursuant to Resolution 
No. 81-43 shall be replaced by the assessment program as authorized by this resolution 
and in its place the following program shall be instituted in said zone: 


A. The General Manager of the District is directed to cause a written report to 
be prepared for each fiscal year for which a flood control benefit assessment is to be 
levied and to file and record the same, all as required by governing law. Said report shall 
contain a description of each parcel of real property in each established flood control 
zone of the District in which an assessment is to be levied and the amount of the 
assessment for each such parcel and shall contain separate estimates for each such zone 
of the cost, not otherwise offset by other available revenue, of providing flood control 
services therein during the ensuing fiscal year. 


B. Upon receiving and filing the report the Clerk of the Board shall fix a time, 


date and place for a hearing on the report, preceded by notice published pursuant to 
Section 6066 of the California Government Code and by posting at least three copies of 
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the notice in each established flood control zone of the District in which an assessment is 
to be levied. 


C. The Board shall hear the matter as scheduled, or as postponed or duly 
continued. At the hearing, the Board shall hear and consider all protests. At the 
conclusion of the hearing, the Board may adopt, revise, change, reduce, or modify any 
assessment and shall make its determination upon each assessment described in the 
report and thereafter, by resolution, shall confirm the assessments. Such confirming 
resolution shall be adopted no later than August 1 in the fiscal year during which the 
assessment is to be levied and collected. 


D. Thereafter the General Manager may cause the assessments to be corrected in 
the same manner as assessor's or assessee's errors may be corrected but based only upon 
any or all of the following: 


1. changes or corrections in ownership of a parcel; 

2. changes or corrections of address of an owner of a parcel; 

3. subdivision of an existing parcel; 

4. changes or corrections in the use of all or part of a parcel; 

5. changes or corrections in the computation of the area of a parcel; 


6. as to railroad, gas, water, telephone, cable television, electric utility right 
of way, electric line right of way or other utility right of way properties, changes or 
corrections with respect to the amount of benefit received from the flood control 
services rendered. 


Changes and corrections must be made within four years of the date of the 
resolution confirming the assessment and are not valid unless and until approved by the 
Board. 

E. The Clerk of the Board shall immediately file certified copies of the final 
determination of assessments and confirming resolution with the Auditor-Controller of 
the County of Santa Clara and shall immediately record with the County Recorder of 
said County a certified copy of the resolution confirming the assessments. 


F. The benefit assessment for each parcel set forth in the final determination by 
the Board shall appear as a separate item on the tax bill and shall be levied and collected 
at the same time and in the same manner as the general tax levy for county purposes. 
Upon recordation of the resolution confirming the assessment such assessment shall be a 
lien upon the real property affected thereby. 


G. Failure to meet the time limits set forth in this resolution for whatever reason 
shall not invalidate any benefit assessment levied hereunder. 


H. No flood control benefit assessment shall be imposed upon a federal or state or 
local governmental agency. With said exception, a flood control benefit assessment is 
levied on each parcel of real property in said zone of the District subject to this 
resolution for the purposes stated in the report and in this resolution. Except for the 
minimum assessment as hereinafter indicated, the assessment for each parcel of real 
property in each such zone is computed by determining its area (in acres or fractions 
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thereof) and land use category (as hereinafter defined) and then multiplying the area by 
the assessment rate applicable to landin such land use category. A minimum assessment 
may be levied on each parcel of real property having a land area up to 0.25 acre for 
Groups A, B andC and up to 10 acres for Groups D and E. 


I. Land use categories for each parcel of land in the District are defined and 
established as follows: 


Group A: Land used for commercial or industrial purposes. 


Group B: Land used for institutional purposes such as churches and 
schools or multiple dwelling in excess of four units. 


Group C: (1) Land used for dwellings containing not more than four units. 
(2) The first 0.25 acre of a parcel of land used for single family 
residential purposes. 


Group D: (1) Disturbed agricultural land, including irrigated land, 
orchards, dairies, field crops, golf courses and similar uses. 
(2) The portion of land, if any, in excess of 0.25 acre of a 
parcel used for single family residential purposes. 


Group E: Vacant land, dry farmed, undisturbed, including grazing and 
pasture land, forest and brush land, and saltponds. 


J. The assessment rates applicable to parcels in the various land uses shall be as 
prescribed by the Board of Directors in each fiscal year (July 1 through June 30) 
beginning with fiscal year 1987-88 following the annual report and public hearing 
thereon, all as stated above and as required by law; provided, that the basic assessment 
unit (single family residential parcel) shall not exceed a limit of $25.00, as adjusted by 
the percentage increases of the San Francisco-Oakland Consumer Price Index for all 
Urban Consumers in the year or years since June 30, 1987; provided, that in any period, 
not exceeding two years, immediately following a year in which the Governor of the 
State of California or the President of the United States has declared an area of said 
zone to be a disaster area by reason of flooding, then to the extent of the cost of repair 
of District facilities damaged by such flooding, such limits shall not apply to said zone; 
and provided, further, that benefit assessments shall not be levied beyond June 30, 2000 
unless debt or other obligation has been duly authorized and incurred which depends on 
benefit assessments for service and in that event assessments may be levied for but not 
beyond the period for which such cebt or other obligation is outstanding, provided, that 
no such debt or other obligation may be incurred after June 30, 1995 and that after June 
30, 2000 benefit assessments may not be levied in amounts in excess of the sums 
necessary to meet the annual requirements of such debt or other obligation. 
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PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of Santa Clara Valley Water 


C District this 29th day of July » 1986, by the following vote: 
AYES: Directors 4, pononUE P. T. FERRARO R, W. GROSS 4—HUBHHE 
J, 4, LENIHAN J, PANDIT S, SANCHEZ 
NOES: Directors NONE 


ABSENT: Directors J. JUDGE 


SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 


ATTEST: SUSAN A. PINO 


Lf af 
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RESOLUTION NO. 86-55A 


CALLING A SPECIAL ELECTION 
TO BE HELD IN CENTRAL FLOOD CONTROL ZONE 
OF SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 
ON November 4, 1986; 

REQUESTING SERVICES OF REGISTRAR OF VOTERS; 
REQUESTING CONSOLIDATION OF ELECTIONS 
AND SPECIF YING CERTAIN PROCEDURES 
FOR THE CONSOLIDATED ELECTION 


RESOLVED, by the Board of Directors of Santa Clara Valley Water District, as 
follows: 


FIRST: A special election is hereby called to be held in Flood Control Zone 
Number Three (Central), as established and existing within said District, which election 
is to be consolidated with the general election to be held on Tuesday, November 4, 1986, 
to submit to the qualified electors of said flood control zone the following question: 


Shall Santa Clara Valley Water District replace its current program of benefit 
assessments for flood protection in the Central Flood Control Zone by conditions 
stated in District Resolution No. 86 -55? 


SECOND: The Registrar of Voters is requested to give notice of said election in 
accordance with law and to perform all other acts which are required for the holding and 
conducting of said election, 


THIRD: The Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa Clara is hereby 
requested to order the consolidation of the special district election with the primary 
election to be held on Tuesday, November 4, 1986, insofar as the specified Flood Control 
Zone is concerned, and to provide that within the territory affected by said order of 
consolidation the election precincts, polling places, and voting booths shall in every case 


-be the same, and that there shall be only oné set of election officers in each of said 


precincts; and to further provide that the question set forth above shall be set forth in 
each form of ballot to be used at said election insofar as the same is held within said 
Flood Control Zone. Said Board of Supervisors is further requested to order the 
Registrar of Voters (a) to set forth on all sample ballots relating to said consolidated 
elections, to be mailed to the qualified electors of Flood Control Zone Three, the 
question set forth above and (b) to provide absent voter ballots for said primary election 
and said special district election, consolidated therewith for use by qualified electors of 
said Flood Control Zone who are entitled thereto, in the manner provided by law. 


FOURTH: The Registrar of Voters is hereby authorized and requested to canvass, 
or cause to be canvassed, as provided by law, the returns of said special district election 
with respect to the votes cast for and against said question and to certify such canvass of 
the votes cast to the Board of Directors of Santa Clara Valley Water District. 


FIFTH: The Clerk of this Board is hereby authorized and directed to certify to 
the due adoption of this resolution and to transmit a copy hereof so certified to the 
Board of Supervisors of Santa Clara County and to file a copy hereof so certified with 
the Registrar of Voters of the County. 
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PASSED AND ADOPTED this 29th dayof July , 1986 by the 
fe following vote: - : 
i AYES: Directors J. DONOHUE P, T. FERRARO R, W. GROSS 4-4uBGE- 
J. J. LENIHAN J. PANDIT S, SANCHEZ 


NOES: Directors NONE 


ABSENT: _ Directors J. JUDGE 


SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 


By: 
Chairm an of the Board of Directors 


ATTEST: SUSAN A. PINO 


OL stay We Lee 
Clerk of the Board of Directors 
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RESOLUTION NO. 86-56 


PROVIDING FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT AND LEVY OF BENEFIT ASSESSMENTS 
TO PAY THE COST OF FLOOD CONTROL SERVICES IN THE 
EAST FLOOD CONTROL ZONE OF 
SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 
SUBJECT, NEVERTHELESS, TO SPECIFIED LIMITS AND CONDITIONS 


WHEREAS, the District maintains a flood protection system of levees, channels, 
drains, debris basins and other improvements upon which the lives and property of 
Distriet residents depend, which said improvements must be kept in a safe and effective 
condition; and 


WHEREAS, the California State Legislature has authorized the District to levy an 
assessment on each parcel of property within the District or any zone or zones thereof 
upon receiving the approving vote of a majority of the electorate of the District or of 
any zone or zones therein; and 


WHEREAS, the purpose of the benefit assessment is to supplement other available 
but limited revenues to keep said improvements in a safe and effective condition, to 
enable the District to respond to emergencies, to perform maintenance and repair and to 
construct flood control and storm drainage facilities; now, therefore, 


BE IT RESOLVED, by the Board of Directors of Santa Clara Valley Water District 
as follows: 


FIRST: The Board hereby finds that since (a) flood control services are made 
necessary by stormwater runoff, and (b) the lands from which such runoff derives are 
benefited by provision of a means of disposition which alleviates or ends the damage to 
other lands affected thereby, the most proper and equitable basis on which to levy the 
assessments is in proportion to the stormwater runoff attributable to the area and land 
use of each parcel assessed as such parcel is Shown on the latest tax rolls. 


SECOND: A special District Election will be called in the East zone on the 
proposition of such levy of benefit assessments. ; 


THIRD: If a majority of the electors in the zone voting at such election shall 
favor the proposition, the current benefit assessment program pursuant to Resolution 
No. 81-43 shall be replaced by the assessment program as authorized by this resolution 
and in its place the following program shall be instituted in said zone: 


A. The General Manager of the District is directed to cause a written report to 
be prepared for each fiscal year for which a flood control benefit assessment is to be 
levied and to file and record the same, all as required by governing law. Said report shall 
contain a description of each parcel of real property in each established flood control 
zone of the District in which an assessment is to be levied and the amount of the 
assessment for each such parcel and shall contain separate estimates for each such zone 
of the cost, not otherwise offset by other available revenue, of providing flood control 
services therein during the ensuing fiscal year. 


B. Upon receiving and filing the report the Clerk of the Board shall fix a time, 


date and place for a hearing on the report, preceded by notice published pursuant to 
Section 6066 of the California Government Code and by posting at least three copies of 
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the notice in each established flood control zone of the District in which an assessment is 
to be levied. 


C. The Board shall hear the matter as scheduled, or as postponed or duly 
continued. At the hearing, the Board shall hear and consider all protests. At the 
conclusion of the hearing, the Board may adopt, revise, change, reduce, or modify any 
assessment and shall make its determination upon each assessment described in the 
report and thereafter, by resolution, shall confirm the assessments. Such confirming 
resolution shall be adopted no later than August 1 in the fiscal year during which the 
assessment is to be levied and collected. 


D. Thereafter the General Manager may cause the assessments to be corrected in 
the same manner as assessor's or assessee's errors may be corrected but based only upon 
any or all of the following: 


1. changes or corrections in ownership of a parcel; 

2. changes or corrections of address of an owner of a parcel; 

3. subdivision of an existing parcel; 

4. changes or corrections in the use of all or part of a parcel; 

5. changes or corrections in the computation of the area of a parcel; 

6. as to railroad, gas, water, telephone, cable television, electric utility right 


of way, electric line right of way or other utility right of way properties, changes or 
corrections with respect to the amount of benefit received from the flood control 
services rendered. 


Changes and corrections must be made within four years of the date of the 
resolution confirming the assessment and are not valid unless and until approved by the 
Board. 

E. The Clerk of the Board shall immediately file certified copies of the final 
determination of assessments and confirming resolution with the Auditor-Controller of 
the County of Santa Clara and shall immediately record with the County Recorder of 
said County a certified copy of the resolution confirming the assessments. 


F. The benefit assessment for each parcel set forth in the final determination by 
the Board shall appear as a separate item on the tax bill and shall be levied and collected 
at the same time and in the same manner as the general tax levy for county purposes. 
Upon recordation of the resolution confirming the assessment such assessment shall be a 
lien upon the real property affected thereby. 


G. Failure to meet the time limits set forth in this resolution for whatever reason 
shall not invalidate any benefit assessment levied hereunder. 


H. No flood control benefit assessment shall be imposed upon a federal or state or 
local governmental agency. With said exception, a flood control benefit assessment is 
levied on each parcel of real property in said zone of the District subject to this 
resolution for the purposes stated in the report and in this resolution. Except for the 
minimum assessment as hereinafter indicated, the assessment for each parcel of real 
property in each such zone is computed by determining its area (in aeres or fractions 
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thereof) and land use category (as hereinafter defined) and then multiplying the area by 
the assessment rate applicable to landinsuch land use category. A minimum assessment 
may be levied on each parcel of real property having a land area up to 0.25 acre for 
Groups A, B andC and up to 10 acres for Groups D and E. 


I. Land use categories for each parcel of land in the District are defined and 
established as follows: 


Group A: Land used for commercial or industrial purposes. 


Group B: Land used for institutional purposes such as churches and 
schools or multiple dwelling in excess of four units. 


Group C: (1) Land used for dwellings containing not more than four units. 
(2) The first 0.25 acre of a parcel of land used for single family 
residential purposes. 


Group D: (1) Disturbed agricultural land, including irrigated land, 
orchards, dairies, field crops, golf courses and similar uses. 
(2) The portion of land, if any, in excess of 0.25 acre of a 
parcel used for single family residential purposes. 


Group E: Vacant land, dry farmed, undisturbed, including grazing and 
pasture land, forest and brush land andsaltponds, 


J. The assessment rates applicable to parcels in the various land uses shall be as 
prescribed -by the Board of Directors in each fiscal year (July 1 through June 30) 
beginning with fiscal year 1987-88 following the annual report and public hearing 
thereon, al as stated above and as required by law; provided that the basic assessment 
unit (single family residential parcel) shall not exceed a limit of $25.00, as adjusted by 
the percentage increases of the San Francisco-Oakland Consumer Price Index for all 
Urban Consumers in the year or years since June 30, 1987; provided, that in any period, 
not exceeding two years, immediately following a year in which the Governor of the 
State of California or the President of the United States has declared an area of said 
zone to be a disaster area by reason of flooding, then to the extent of the cost of repair 
of District facilities damaged by such flooding, such limits shall not apply to said zone; 
and provided further, that benefit assessments shall not be levied beyond June 30, 2000 
unless debt or other obligation has been duly authorized and incurred which depends on 
benefit assessments for service andin that event assessments may be levied for but not 
beyond the period for which such debt or other obligation is outstanding, provided, that 
no such debt or other obligation may be incurred after June 30, 1995 andthat after June 
30, 2000 benefit assessments may not be levied in amounts in excess of the sums 
necessary to meet the annual requirements of such debt or other obligation. 


O9RL5798ce 3 


339 


340 


PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of Santa Clara Valley Water 


District this 29th dayof July , 1986, by the following vote: 
pyTS: Directors | wouue p. 7. FERRARO R. W. GROSS 4-HBGE 
J, J, LENIHAN +-PANBHF S, SANCHEZ 
NOES: Directors 4 
3; PANDIT 


ABSENT: Directors ; 
J. JUDGE 
SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 


oard of Directors 


ATTEST: SUSAN A. PINO 


bese (Mijued 
Clerk of the Board of Directors 
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RESOLUTION NO. 86-56A 


CALLING A SPECIAL ELECTION 
TOBE HELD IN EAST FLOOD CONTROL ZONE 
OF SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 
ON November 4, 1986; 

REQUESTING SERVICES OF REGISTRAR OF VOTERS; 
REQUESTING CONSOLIDATION OF ELECTIONS 
AND SPECIF YING CERTAIN PROCEDURES 
FOR THE CONSOLIDATED ELECTION 


RESOLVED, by the Board of Directors of Santa Clara Valley Water District, as 
follows: 


FIRST: A special election is hereby called to be held in Flood Control Zone 
Number Four (East), as established and existing within said District, which election is to 
be consolidated with the general election to be held on Tuesday, November 4, 1986, to 
submit to the qualified electors of said flood control zone the following question: 


Shall Santa Clara Valley Water District replace its current program of benefit 
assessments for flood protection in the East Flood Control Zone by conditions 
Stated in District Resolution No. 86-56? 


SECOND: The Registrar of Voters is requested to give notice of said election in 
accordance with law and to perform all other acts which are required for the holding and 
conducting of said election. 


THIRD: The Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa Clara is hereby 
requested to order the consolidation of the special district election with the primary 
election to be held on Tuesday, November 4, 1986, insofar as the specified Flood Control 
Zone is concerned, and to provide that within the territory affected by said order of 
consolidation the election precincts, polling places, and voting booths shall in every case 
be the same, and that there shall be only one set of election officers in each of said 
precincts; and to further provide that the question set forth above shall be set forthin 
each form of ballot to be used at said election insofar as the same is held within said 
Flood Control Zone. Said Board of Supervisors is further requested to order the 
Registrar of Voters (a) to set forth on all sample ballots relating to said consolidated 
elections, to be mailed to the qualified electors of Flood Control Zone Four, the question 
set forth above and (b) to provide absent voter ballots for said primary election andsaid 
special district election, consolidated therewith for use by qualified electors of said 
Flood Control Zone who are entitled thereto, in the manner provided by law. 


FOURTH: The Registrar of Voters is hereby authorized and requested to canvass, 
or cause to be canvassed, as provided by law, the returns of said special district election 
with respect to the votes cast for and against said question and to certify such canvass of 
the votes cast to the Board of Directors of Santa Clara Valley Water District. 


FIFTH: The Clerk of this Board is hereby authorized and directed to certify to 
the due adoption of this resolution and to transmit a copy hereof so certified to the 
Board of Supervisors of Santa Clara County and to file a copy hereof so certified with 
the Registrar of Voters of the County. 
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PASSED AND ADOPTED this 29th day of July 
following vote: 


AYES: Directors 3. DONOHUE P. T. FERRARO R, W. GROSS-+--HUBGE- 
J. J. LENIHAN 4-PANDHE $, SANCHEZ 


NOES: Directors J. PANDIT 


ABSENT: Directors Jj. JUDGE 


34: 


, 1986 by the 


SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 


oard of Directors 


ATTEST: SUSAN A. PINO 


2. 


e L 


Clerk of the Board of Directors 
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RESOLUTION NO. 86-57 


PROVIDING FOR THE ESTABLISH MENT AND LEVY OF BENEFIT ASSESSMENTS 
TO PAY THE COST OF FLOOD CONTROL SERVICES IN THE 
SOUTH FLOOD CONTROL ZONE OF 
SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 
SUBJECT, NEVERTHELESS, TO SPECIFIED LIMITS AND CONDITIONS 


WHEREAS, the District maintains a flood protection system of levees, channels, 
drains, debris basins and other improvements upon which the lives and property of 
District residents depend, which said improvements must be kept in a safe and effective 
condition; and 


WHEREAS, the California State Legislature has authorized the District to levy an 
assessment on each parcel of property within the District or any zone or zones thereof 
upon receiving the approving vote of a majority of the electorate of the District or of 
any zone or zones therein; and 


WHEREAS, the purpose of the benefit assessment is to supplement other available 
but limited revenues to keep said improvements in a safe and effective condition, to 
enable the District to respond to emergencies, to perform maintenance and repair and to 
construct flood control and storm drainage facilities; now, therefore, 


BE IT RESOLVED, by the Board of Directors of Santa Clara Valley Water District 
as follows: 


FIRST: The Board hereby finds that since (a) flood control services are made 
necessary by stormwater runoff, and (b) the lands from which such runoff derives are 
benefited by provision of a means of disposition which alleviates or ends the damage to 
other lands affected thereby, the most proper and equitable basis on which to levy the 
assessments is in proportion to the stormwater runoff attributable to the area and land 
use of each parcel assessed as such parcel is shown on the latest tax rolls. 


_SECOND: A special District Election will be called in the South zone on the 
proposition of such levy of benefit assessments. 


THIRD: If a majority of the electors in the zone voting at such election shall 
favor the proposition, the current benefit assessment program pursuant to Resolution 
No. 81-43 shall be replaced by the assessment program as authorized by this resolution 
and in its place the following program shall be instituted in said zone: 


A. The General Manager of the District is directed to cause a written report to 
be prepared for each fiscal year for which a flood control benefit assessment is to be 
levied and to file and record the same, all as required by governing law. Said report shall 
contain a description of each parcel of real property in each established flood control 
zone of the District in which an assessment is to be levied and the amount of the 
assessment for each such parcel and shall contain separate estimates for each such zone 
of the cost, not otherwise offset by other available revenue, of providing flood control 
services therein during the ensuing fiseal year. 


B. Upon receiving and filing the report the Clerk of the Board shall fix a time, 


date and place for a hearing on the report, preceded by notice published pursuant to 
Section 6066 of the California Government Code and by posting at least three copies of 
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the notice in each established flood control zone of the District in which an assessment is 
to be levied. 


C. The Board shall hear the matter as scheduled, or as postponed or duly 
continued. At the hearing, the Board shall hear and consider all protests. At the 
conclusion of the hearing, the Board may adopt, revise, change, reduce, or modify any 
assessment and shall make its determination upon each assessment described in the 
report and thereafter, by resolution, shall confirm the assessments. Such confirming 
resolution shall be adopted no later than August 1 in the fiscal year during which the 
assessment is to be levied and collected. 


D. Thereafter the General Manager may cause the assessments to be corrected in 
the same manner as assessor's or assessee's errors may be corrected but based only upon 
any or all of the following: 


1. changes or corrections in ownership of a parcel; 

2. changes or corrections of address of an owner of a parcel; 

3. subdivision of an existing parcel; 

4. changes or corrections in the use of all or part of a parcel; 

5. changes or corrections in the computation of the area of a parcel; 

6. as to railroad, gas, water, telephone, cable television, electric utility right 


of way, electric line right of way or other utility right of way properties, changes or 
corrections with respect to the amount of benefit received from the flood control 
services rendered. 


Changes and corrections must be made within four years of the date of the 
resolution confirming the assessment and are not valid unless and until approved by the 
Board. 


E. The Clerk of the Board shall immediately file certified copies of the final 
determination of assessments and confirming resolution with the Auditor-Controller of 
the County of Santa Clara and shall immediately record with the County Recorder of 
said County a certified copy of the resolution confirming the assessments. 


F. The benefit assessment for each parcel set forth in the final determination by 
the Board shall appear as a separate item on the tax bill and shall be levied and collected 
at the same time and in the same manner as the general tax levy for county purposes. 
Upon recordation of the resolution confirming the assessment such assessment shall be a 
lien upon the real property affected thereby. 


G. Failure to meet the time limits set forthin this resolution for whatever reason 
shall not invalidate any benefit assessment levied hereunder. 


H. No flood control benefit assessment shall be imposed upon a federal or state or 
local governmental agency. With said exception, a flood control benefit assessment is 
levied on each parcel of real property in said zone of the District subject to this 
resolution for the purposes stated in the report and in this resolution. Except for the 
minimum assessment as hereinafter indicated, the assessment for each parcel of real 
property in each such zone is computed by determining its area (in acres or fractions 
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thereof) and land use category (as hereinafter defined) and then multiplying the area by 
the assessment rate applicable to landin such land use category. A minimum assessment 
may be levied on each parcel of real property having a land area up to 0.25 acre for 
Groups A, B andC and up to 10 acres for Groups D and E. 


I. Land use categories for each parcel of land in the District are defined and 
established as follows: 


Group A: Land used for commercial or industrial purposes. 


Group B: Land used for institutional purposes such as churches and 
schools or multiple dwelling in excess of four units. 


Group C: (1) Land used for dwellings containing not more than four units. 
(2) The first 0.25 acre of a parcel of land used for single family 
residential purposes, 


Group D: (1) Disturbed agricultural land, including irrigated land, 
orchards, dairies, field crops, golf courses and similar uses. 
(2) The portion of land, if any, in excess of 0.25 acre of a 
parcel used for single family residential purposes, 


Group E: Vacant land, ary farmed, undisturbed, including grazing and 
pasture land, forest and brush land, and saltponds. 


J. The assessment rates applicable to parcels in the various land uses shall be as 
prescribed by the Board of Directors in each fiscal year (July 1 through June 30) 
beginning with fiscal year 1987-88 following the annual report and public hearing 
thereon, all as stated above and as required by law; provided that the basic assessment 
unit (single family residential parcel) shall not exceed a limit of $40.00, as adjusted by 
the percentage increases of the San Francisco-Oakland Consumer Price Index for all 
Urban Consumers in the year or years since June 30, 1987; provided, that in any period, 
not exceeding two years, immediately following a year in which the Governor of the 
State of California or the President of the United States has declared an area of said 
zone to be a disaster area by reason of flooding, then to the extent of the cost of repair 
of District facilities damaged by such flooding, such limits shall not apply to said zone; 
and provided, further, that benefit assessments shall not be levied beyond June 30, 2000 
unless debt or other obligation has been duly authorized and incurred which depends on 
benefit assessments for service andin that event assessments may be levied for but not 
beyond the period for which such debt or other obligation is outstanding, provided, that 
no such debt or obligation may be incurred after June 30, 1995 and that after June 30, 
2000 benefit assessments may not be levied in amounts in excess of the sums necessary 
to meet the annual requirements of such debt or other obligation. 
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PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of Santa Clara Valley Water 
District this 29th dayof July » 1986, by the following vote: 


AYES: Directors  % DONOHUE P. T. FERRARO R, W, GROSS +H 
4, J, LENIHAN J, PANDIT S, SANCHEZ 


NOES: Directors yong 
ABSENT: Directors J. JUDCE 
SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 


a 


oard of Directors 


ATTEST: SUSAN A. PINO 


7. ae, ie Z 


Clerk of the Board of Directors 
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RESOLUTION NO. 86-57A 


CALLING A SPECIAL ELECTION 
TO BE HELD IN SOUTH FLOOD CONTROL ZONE 
OF SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 
ON November 4, 1986; 

REQUESTING SERVICES OF REGISTRAR OF VOTERS; 
REQUESTING CONSOLIDATION OF ELECTIONS 
AND SPECIF YING CERTAIN PROCEDURES 
FOR THE CONSOLIDATED ELECTION 


RESOLVED, by the Board of Directors of Santa Clara Valley Water District, as 
follows: 


FIRST: A special election is hereby called to be held in Flood Control Zone 
Number Five (South), as established and existing within said District, which election is to 
be consolidated with the general election to be held on Tuesday, November 4, 1986, to 
submit to the qualified electors of said flood control zone the following question: 


Shall Santa Clera Valley Water District replace its current program of benefit 
assessments for flood protection in the South Flood Control Zone by conditions 
stated in District Resolution No. 86 -57? 


SECOND: The Registrar of Voters is requested to give notice of said election in 
accordance with law and to perform all other acts which are required for the holding and 
conducting of said election. 


THIRD: The Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa Clara is hereby 
requested to order the consolidation of the special district election with the primary 
election to be held on Tuesday, November 4, 1986, insofar as the specified Flood Control 
Zone is concerned, and to provide that within the territory affected by said order of 
consolidation the election precincts, polling places, and voting booths shall in every case 

be the same, and that there shall be only one set of election officers in each of said 
precincts; and to further provide that the question set forth above shall be set forthin 
each form of ballot to be used at said election insofar as the same is held within said 


Flood Control Zone. Said Board of Supervisors is further requested to order the. 


Registrar of Voters (a) to set forth on all sample ballots relating to said consolidated 
elections, to be mailed to the qualified electors of Flood Control Zone Five, the question 
set forth above and (b) to provide absent voter ballots for said primary election andsaid 
special district election, consolidated therewith for use by qualified electors of said 
Flood Control Zone who are entitled thereto, in the manner provided by law. 


FOURTH: The Registrar of Voters is hereby authorized and requested to canvass, 
or cause to be canvassed, as provided by law, the returns of said special district election 
with respect to the votes cast for and against said question and to certify such canvass of 
the votes cast to the Board of Directors of Santa Clara Valley Water District. 


FIFTH: The Clerk of this Board is hereby authorized and directed to certify to 
the due adoption of this resolution and to transmit a copy hereof so certified to the 
Board of Supervisors of Santa Clara County and to file a copy hereof so certified with 
the Registrar of Voters of the County. 
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PASSED AND ADOPTED this 29th dayof July , 1986 by the 
following vote: Z . 


AYES: Directors 2» DONOHUE P. 7. FERRARO R. W. GROSS +—HiBRE 
J, J. LENIHAN J. PANDIT S, SANCHEZ 


NOES: Directors NONE 


ABSENT: Directors J. JUDGE 


SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 


e Board of Directors 


ATTEST: SUSAN A. PINO 


PLE 


Clerk of the Board of Directors 
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The following graphs (pages A-1 through A-5) show the construction schedules 
under current conditions and under the various methods of financing presented in the 
staff report. These graphs were used during the Board's discussions of the financing 
alternatives before adopting their resolutions. The schedules shown on the graphs are 
based on cash flow only and assume adequate human resources are provided. Also, no 
attempt was made to account for possible delays resulting from unscheduled projects, 
processing of outside agencies, increases in project costs from those assumed for the 


schedules, ete. 
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NORTHWEST ZONE 


PROJECT 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 


ADOBE CREEK - 
PAFB EL_ CAMINO 


ADOBE CREEK - 


EL_ CAMINO / EL MONTE 
PERMANENTE CREEK 


A\ Bau=$12.50 (CURRENT) (CO) BAU=$25 [-] Bau=$40 Se BAU=$50 3K pau=$12.50, 
B/A ENDS 1990-94 
A pau-$12.50 + $11M OF @ BAU=$25 + $22M OF RM BAU=$40 + $40M DF =. Yr_-: BAU=$50 + $40M OF 
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PROJECT 1985 1990 


SARATOGA CREEK — 
CABRILLO/LAWRENCE 


CALABAZAS CREEK 


SUNNYVALE EAST 


SARATOGA CREEK - 
PROSPECT/4TH ST. 


PROSPECT CREEK 


SAN TOMAS CREEK - 
POLLARD/CANON DRA. 


WILDCAT CREEK 
MISCELLANEOUS BRIDGES 


DEBRIS BASINS 


SAN TOMAS CREEK - 
CABRILLO/WILLIAMS RD. 


A\ Bau=$12.50 (CURRENT) (© BAU=$25 
A BAU=$12.50 + $16M DF @ BAU=$25 + $16M DF 


1995 2000 2005 


[-] Bau=$40 
BB pav-=$40 + $16M DF 


2010 2015 2020 2025 


3 BAU=$12.50, B/A ENDS 1990-94 
© sav-$is 


2030 


HEEL 
ETL 
TTEE 
ELL EL 


CENTER IA A4OINiE 


PROJECT 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 
COYOTE CREEK 
CONTRIBUTION 


cheery pede aae 
Gone PS 


ROSS CREEK 


favor creek | 


A\ BaAU=$42.26 (CURRENT) (©) BAU=$25 [] BAU=$40 2 BAU=$12.26,B/A ENDS 1990-94 
A Bav-$12.26 + $25M DF @ BAU=$25 + $30M DF = Is BAU=$40 + $30M OF 


S/ASU ZONE 


PROJECT ~ 4985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 


WRIGLEY-FORD DITCH i ae ae 
LOWER SILVER CREEK | ih ee 


BERRYESSA CREEK (CORPS) Ea 
BAY/MONTAGUE EXPWY. NN ~ 
COYOTE CREEK — az , 
MONTAGUE/BAYSHORE FWY. x 

COYOTE CREEK - ae 
BAYSHORE/METCALF_ RD 

FISHER CREEK - ev _| 
BAILEY/TILTON 

SOUTH BABB CREEK ae 
LOS COCHES CREEK ho 
COYOTE CREEK - a 
METCALF /ANDERSON DAM 


CALERA CREEK 

THOMPSON CREEK 

YERBA BUENA CREEK 
UPPER PENITENCIA CREEK 
scs 


A\ Bav=$12.50 (CURRENT) ©) BAU=$25 [-] Baus$40 yr BAUS$50 * BAU-$12 50, — 
A pau-$12.50 + $20M DF @ BAU=$25 + $40M OF BAU=$40 + $60M DF = Ye BAU=$50 + $50M OF 
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SOUTH ZONE 


PROJECT 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 203( 


was creek (corps) | || T 
——s : : 
Ltagas creek (scs) | | Se pe] tour 7a pocaaM | 


ex ae ae aa 
CREEK (INTERIM) 4 at 

fe ae ee 

ae RR nea: 


ae ee a 
W.LITTLE LLAGAS CREEK Mt Se 
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PAJARO RIVER/1014 
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404/THOMAS RAD. a 
ragtime [FAT TY 
DAY/FITZGERALD 

Bete pecco ww | 

JONES CA./PACHECO HWY. 

Sate tEae a Een ow | 

SAN. TERESA/CHESBRO DAM 

TENNANT-CORRALITOS a 

CREEK (PHASE 2 


A\ Bav=$12.50 (CURRENT) (© BAU=$25 [] pau-$40 SX BAU=$50 
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The following graphs (pages B-1 through B-5) show construction schedules that 
could result if the resolutions adopted by the Board are approved by the voters compared 
to the schedule resulting under the current financing. As with the previous five graphs, 
these schedules are based on cash flow only and assume tht adequate human resources 
are provided. Also, no attempt was made to account for possible delays that may result 
from unscheduled projects, processing delays of outside agencies, increases in project 


costs from those assumed for these schedules, ete. 
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NORTHWEST ZONE 


PROJECT 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 
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